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ABSTRACT, * ~ . ' * 

A comprehensive description — at the national . 
level — of tbose who applied for adiission to the 1976-77 freshmen 
class of O.s. medical schools, is given in this report. In order .-to 
relate this* 1976-77 applicant cohort (and those accepted from it) to 
certain social trends in/ medical education and to continue monitoring 
changes in the size' of applicant pools and first-year classes, the 
study also compares the 1976-77 pool («*2, 155 applicants) iiith the 
previous year's end and for certain variables, traces trends over the 
past five years. Data for the study mere compiled by^the Association 
of American Bedical Colleges (AABC) and. are maintained . in the Bedical 
Student Information Service (ttSIS) . Data* are reported on: (1) 
aptfiication activity (applicants and applications, first-time and 
/rejfea£ applicants, and available spaces); (2) demographic ' , 

characteristics of applicants (residence 1 , age, women applicants, 
ra'cial/ethnic groups, size of "hometown, marital status, and. 
citizenship); 9 (3) academic background" (undergraduate college major, / 
highest, degree, and academic ability) ; (ft) socioeconomic background 
J pa rental income and occupations); and (5j-*care€r, plans (general 
plans, specialization plans, expected .character of medical practice,- 
-and^ expected location of medical practice) . A glossary and 
bibliography are ^appended. (LBB) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ^ ' 



Purpose ✓ 

The -primary purpose of Descf iptive Study of Medical School Applicants, 1976-77 is 
. to provide a cpmprehensive.description— at the national fevel — of those vyho applied for 
. admission to the 1976-77 freshmen classes of U.S. medical schools." In order to relate 
this 1*976-77 applicant cohort (and those accepted from it) to certain social trends in # 
medical education and in order to continue monitoring changes in the size of applicant 
pools and first-year classes, the study also compares the 1976-77 pool with the previous 
** year's and, fofcertaio variables, traces trends over the past five years. ^ 

/ • . - . • 

* DataSourcek 

Data for the sfcudy (and for p££t studies in .the annual' series) were compiled by the \ 
' Association of American M^dicaJ colleges (AAMQ and are maintained jn the Medical 
Student Information System (MSIS). Most* of .the data stored in this data base* are 
solicited from medical schoor applicants via two data collection instruments: (1)*the 
application form processed by the AAMC's American' Medical College Application 

* < , ^ . • Service (AMCAS)?and »(2) the questionnaire applicants are requested to fill out when 
. ' applying to take the Medical College Admission Test (MCAT). Approximately 8^ percent 

of all 1976-77 applicants filed applications through AMCAS,' and 98 percent took the 
MCAT. ' 8 * 

* 1 In recent years, these instruments have btoen revised periodically to include additional 

items. fiiS a result of^thts and an accompanying increase in the completeness of the data 
i t for certain itentf<the presentstydy is able to incorporate, for the! first time in the series, 

information on several iiew va^bles, including size of hometowi and marital status. 

Major Findi 

' From tfie study's analysis of the 1976-r77 applicant pool and from comparisons with 
ferevious pools, a list of significant findings are sumrp^rized below. 

1. The ptpfiomenal annual increases in the number of applicants to U.S. medical 
1 v schools o&served during 1971 and 1972 began tapering off in 1973, with a slight 

downward trend initiated with the 1975-76 pool. This trend continued for 1976-77— 
the total of 42,155 ap^lying^to the 1 976-7^ firfct-year'class representing^ modest 
decline of 148 irom thtej previous year. Application activity, however, continued to 
increase, with the averagtej 1976-77 applicant filing at 8.83 medical schools— compared ' 
~ with 8 4 65 for applicants in the previous year's pool. ' 

2. Since this slight drop; was accompanied by an increase of 409 in total acceptances 
(from 1 5,3 6$ to 1 5,7 7 4),jthfe chances of being admitted improved from -36.3 percent in 
1975-76 to 37.4 percent in 1976-77. The number of first-year places^available for 
newiy-entering medical' students increased 1 by 372 — from 14,910 in 1975-76 to 
1 5,282 in 1 976-77. Tfygjopening of two new medical schools accounted for 63 of these'' 
additional first-year places: 31 at the Uniformed Services School of The Heplth Sciegces 
and 32 atWrfght State University. . • 

3. Applicants seeking admission to medical school for the first time accounted for only 
67 percent of the 19761-77 pool. The^remaining 33 percent had appeared in either or 
both of the two previous! applicant pools. First-fime applicants, as in past years, were far 
more successful in getting "admitted (41 percent of f^rsMime applicants received 

* acceptance^ as compared with 3 1 percent of repeaters). * % 
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4. Within- this group o^r^me applicahtsrundergraduata college seniors m&king 
their first attempt td\|aWi admission— traditionally thought to comprise the bulk of the 
applicant pool — accouV^ted/oronly 40 percent of the total 197£-77,applicant pool. The 
acceptance rate for the*e "in-phase" applicants was 47 percent — considerably higher 
than the 37 percent reported for the tptal pool. / 

• ** / * *- 

; 5. The number of yvomon applicants, a record high of 10,244, represented a 7 "percent 

increase over the previous year. Women accounted for 24.3' percent of the total pool and 
continued to h&ve a slightly higher acceptance rate than men: * 

, 6. The*nui^J>er of applicants from minorities that are underrepVesented in medicine^ 
(Le., black Americans/ American lr\dians, Mexican Americans, and mainland Puerto^ 

* v Ricans)>mcreasfcd by 9 percent— from 3,049 for 1975-7*3 to 3,323 for 1976-77.*While 

these applicants continued to experience an acceptance rate slightly abota tflat for the 
total pool, the 1.976-77 acceptance rate for minority applicants (39.5 percent) Was 
slightly lower than for 1975-76 (4 Z9 percent). ' — ^ . , / 

7. Q*ta presented, fdr the first time on size of hometown showed that 41 percent of 
applicants were from towns with populations of 50,000 or Irfss. Academic achievement 
and acceptance successwere positively associated with hometown size, « . k . , 

8. With regard to academic background, applicants at the 1 bachelor's decree level (85 

• percenj of'th'e pool) were more successful in being- accepted to medfc&l school (4 1 
percent were accepted) than wyere applicants at the master's level (27 percent accepted) 
and doctoral levels (1 6 percent accepted)*While over half (57 percent) of all applicants 

- ha<lundergraduate majors in either friotogy, chemistry, or zoology, acceptance success 
was not strongly related to having majored In a science-related field. * 

9- Findings on the socioeconomic' background! of ^applicants included a posrtive 
relationship between parental income level and a'c'acjemic achievement (and, as a result, 
acceptance success). This was reflected, in. a higher median -parental irlcome for 
accepters ($21 ,000) than applicants ($ 1 9,700). Fifty-eight percent of all applicants had 

- fathers who were ^either in the professions (including mebicine) or were owners, 
' managers, and administrators. • ,# 

10. The most noteworthy finding with regard to the qareer, aspirations of 1976-77 
applicants was the continued increase in the proportion planning on general/primary 
care practice. as* the[r "major career activity" fas opposed to specialty practice, reseatah* 

* * and/or teaching, administration, etc.). Only 27 percent of the 3 973-7 4^applicant.pool, 

the proportion interested in.these "first-contacf'practices was 43 percent for 1 976-77. 
WiXH regard to a pgijicular specialty, 52 percent of respondents foresaw entering one of 
the prinrrary care fields— i. a., family medicine, internal medicine, o} pediatrics'. 

11. Qf the total 1 976-77 applicant pool, 52 percent (of those responding) anticipated 
establishing/practices in areas wkh'populations of 5.0,000 or less. Of special interest, 
however, was the 1 5, percent planning to locate in very rural areas (populations of less 

• than 2,500). Additional analysis of these location preference^ revealed thgt applicants 
generally planned to practice in areas similar to thjpir own hometowns. * - 
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L INTRODUCTION 



- The primary purpose of this study is t<? prqyide a 

comprehensive idescription at the national level — 

of those seeking admission to the 1976777 freshman 
classes of U.S. medical schools. By comparing* these 

. applicants with the previous year's pool (and in some- 
cases with applicants m the past five applicant pools), 
the study also attempts (a) to relate the 1976-77 pool 
aiyd those accepted from it to the broader context of ' 



current social trends in medical education «nd (b) to 
" continue monitoring changes in the size of applicant 
' petals and first-year classes. While observations on a 

.number of these trends are given in the text of the 

study, summary data on application activity and on 
' topics of special interest, such a*> women and minority 

applicants, are presented (when possible>in five-year 

trend tables and graptiST ■ 1 Sl 

P The information appearing in the present study 
(and in precedt^TnT&al studies in the series) -has as 
its source data collection, instruments that penodi- 
' cally are. revised to include additional items. As & 
result, Ae 1976-77 study includes, for th^ first time in 
the series,' information on applicants' size of home- 
town and marital status. An accompanying increase 
in the completeness of the data in the last Tew years^ 
has also made it possible to include, for 1976-77, 
applicant data by citizenship and a trend table for 
minority applicants. (In past studies, these variables 
were described jn terms of first-year enrollment rig- 
ures rathepthan applicant dataj A distribution of Jhe 
applicant pdol (apd acceptance rates) by various col- 
lege degree levelyis also discussed. 

Section III of the report, which discusses the finVU 
ings for the 1976^77 applicant ppol, is divided into 



/five major parts. Part A, on .application activity, 
* presents summary data a} the national level with - 
regard to the size of the applicant pool, application 
frequency, acceptance rates, and the namber ok repeat 
, applicant*. A school by school breakdown of applica- 
tion activity for 1976-77 is also included* A descrip- 
tion of the demographic" characteristics of the pool 
comprises Part B. While Part B contains subsections 
devoted specifically to minority and women appli- 
cants, discussions of these fwo subpopulatitfns appear 
^thfoughout the study^the educational backgrounds 
and ^academic achievement of applicants are 
presented in Part C, as is an analysis of the relation- 
ship between certain demographic variables ^and aca- 
' demic ability. Following this discussion of academic 
background, Part *D i£ devoted, to a description of 
socioeconomic* backgroun4 characteristics and .the, 
relationship of thtfse tb academjc achievement and 
<acceptance succe&s. Various facets of the career a^pi* 
ra^ifens of applicants to the 1976-77 freshman class 
arelanalyzed in Part E. 
.For those variables discussed in Section IH that are 
k of particular interest and far other variables, such as 
thoSe describing career plans, that receive summary.* 
treatment in the ty)dy~of the' study, a* series often 
computej-produced tabulations have been appended^ 
For the total pool and for each subcategory of a given 
variable, these tabulations provide comparative data • 
on the academic ability of^tccepted versus nonac- 
1 cepted applicapts. Due to the 'complexity of these 
tabulations, they are accompanied by a brief 
commentary. ' - 
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II. METHODOLOGY 



A, Pata Sources 

Information on applicants and acceptees to the 
1976-7*7 first-yea/ class was retrieved from the Medi- 
cal Student Information -System (MSIS)', 'which is 
maintained by the Association of American Medical 
Colleges (AAMC). Data stored in the MSIS on indi- 
vidual jjppljeants are gathered ' from two .major 
sources: (l)*the American Medical College Applica- 
tion Service (A^ICAS) application fprm and (2) the 
qtfestionnaite^ccompanying the MedicaLCoIlege Ad- 
mission Test (MCAT)t ' ' ; 
• The AMCAS was utihzed by 37,598, or 89»percent, 
of the 42, 155, applicants in the 1976-77 pool. Since 
AI^CAS processes all the academic and background* 
information . required of applicants, the individual 
records for AMCAS participants are more complete 
thanTJiose foj the remaining 11 percent of the pool. 
Items appearing in the study that were availabl#only 
for AMfAS applicants are country of foreign citizen* 
ship 1 , hjghpst degree held or expected, and undergrad- 
uate college mean grade-pomt average (GPA). Fob 
non-AMCAS applicants, the AAMC collects infor- 
mation from the medical schools regarding accep- 
tance status and certain basic items of information— > 
i.e.? name* social security .number, sex, age, legal 
.residence, MCAT scored, undergraduate college, and 
undergraduate major. t * 

Added to the above itemsxJf information— for both" 
A^iCAS ancftipn-AMCAS applicants— were the 
,data available fronjuhe questionnaire accompanying 
the MCAT. These include demographic and socioeco- 
nomic background variable^ as well as responses to 
questions regarding the applicants* anticipated career 



plans. Approximately 98 percent of -the 1976-77 ap- 
plicant pool filled out this questionnaire.* 

Data from* the following secondary sources Also* 
appear in the study: (1) income data are taken from 
Money Income* and Poverty Status of Families and 
Persons in the United States! 1975 and 1974 Revisions 
(Advanced Report), -and (2) the number of black 
freshmen enrolling in undergraduate colleges- from 
1969 40 I97^were computed from "data in annual 
editions of The American Freshman National 
Norms. Full references are given in the bibliography* 
Data for past applicant pools, which are used' in 
comparisons, are from previous applicant studies. , 

- t 
B: Method of Analysis. 

Since the 1976-77"study is, in the main, a 'replication 
of the study completed on 1975-76 applicants, it- was 
possible, "in many cases, tq run previ6usly written^ 
computer programs against the ,1916-11 fiie^Iylodij 
•fied versions 'of these program** (along with stan^ri, 
statistical package^ were used to produce* the ^B^*' 
tional data mentioned in.^he Introduction. 

Ifiorder to identify applicants who had also applied ^ 
for.adrnission to medical school in previous years, a 
computer match of the 1976-77 fije Was run against 

, the files*for both the 1974-75 and 1975-76 applicant 
pools.. In past studies, the definition of repeaff appli* 

1 cant was limited.to those who had appeared* in the. 
.preceding year's pool only* Because of the increased 
competition for ffrs^-year places, however, applicants 
are,often^affvised to wait more than one year before/ 
reapplying fn order to 'obtain maximum benefit from 

* additional coursework. ■ 



■\ - * - 

C. Statistical Tests 

To determine the significance of differences in merfh 
J&CAT scores and GPAs between two groups of 
applicants (e.g., the mean MCAT Sdence scores, of 
men and women applicants), a t statistic was utilized. 
This measure estimates the probability that a differ- 
ence of a particular magnitude might occur by chance 
without reflecting reah or significant differences be- 
tween the means. Only in cases where this probability 
* less than .05 is the difference Interpreted to reflect 
real differences— i.e., the chance that th^ particular 
difference would occur when tl|ere was no difference 
be.tween the two groups is less than 5 out of 100. * 
/ To ascertain the statistical significance of differ- ' 
ences in the acceptance rates that are reported in the 
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study, Figure 1 gives, ft* seleptcd sample N's, the 
minimum percentage-point difference that is signifi- 
cant at the .05 level. The national acceptance rate of 

• 37. percent, the percentage fromivhich differences are 
measured, is indicated by ti*ebro&n line intersecting 
the curves. \ i . • N 

Using Figure 1, it is possible to discern, for exam- 
ple, that , the 41 percent acceptance rate for .those 
applicants who had an undergraduate major in chemi- 

jxl engineering was not significant^ higher than the 
37 percent rate for all applicants. Although the accep- 
tance rate for thes£ appljtent£j$ 4 percentagp.points 
higher, the /nZfimumpercenta^-point difference that, 
is significant for such'*' small nunjber (there were only 
189 of these applicants) is wdl over 6 points. 
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Acceptance Rites (in Percent*) 



Figure 1 ' 

* < DifTefence in Acceptance Rates which are Significant" at ihe .05 Level 



lit RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 



t A: * Application Activity 

1. Applicants and Applications 

Banning withjhe 197V74 applicant pool, .the an- 
nual number of individuals seeking admission to U.S. 
medical schools f>egan to plateau. This is illustrated in 
Figure 2, which, in giving an overview of application 
activity for the past ten applicant pools, lends per- 
spective to the five year period that is the focus of the 
present study. (Detailed- data are given in Table 1 
these five most recent applicant pools.) As shown i 
Figure 2, the • phenomenal annual increases in tlte 
number of applicants to U.S. medical schools ob- 
served for 1971-72 and 1972-73 began tapering off 
for 1973. For^ 1975-76 the annual applicant pool 
showed a modest decrease (321 applicants), the first 
in nine years. Yhis slight downward trend continued 
for 1976-77, the total of 42,1^5 applicants represent- 
ing a decrease from the previous year of 148- (a .3 
percent drqp). Application activity,* however, has con- 



f tinued to increase. F<51r 1976-77, each applicant filed 
at an average of 8.83 medical schools/ making for a 
record 372,282 total applications — 6,242 more than 
for 1975-76, or a 1.7 percent increase (derived from 
Table 1).* 

The total number of applicants accepted increased 
. by 409 (2.7 percent) from 1975-76 to 1976-77. (ThiS § 
rise in the number of Acceptances was due in part to 
the addition 6f two new metiicarschools^-Uniformed 
owServices University of the Health Sciences and Wright 




.* Jn selecting their 1976-77 first^year classes, three additional 
schools participated in the American Medical College Application 
Service (AMCAS), ^bringing the total number of AMCAS schools 
to 86. AMCAS processed 294,927 or 79.2 percent of a» applica- 
tions filed, which included applications for«37,598 individuals (89.2 
percent of the applicant pool) These figures represent slight inv 
creases over 1975*76 when AMCAS processed 78.8 percent «f the 
applications, and the .service was utilized by 89.1°percent of all 
applicants • 
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% Figure 2 

Comparaflve Changes in Number of U.S. Medicaf Schbol Applicants, 
Applications, and Acceptances, 1967-68 Through 1976-77 



Table 1 

Sufnmary of Information on Applications to U.S. Medical School;. 1S72-73 Through J976-77 



, First- Year 
Class 

. 1972-73 
. 1973-74 

1974- 75 

1975- 76 . 

1976- 77 . 



- No. of 
Medical 
Schools 

"-'112 
< 114 
M14 
114 
116 













jrcrcciu«* 






Annli cations 




Applicants 


of Tojal 


No. of 


No. of 


P^ 


. Accepted 




Applicant^ 


Applicants 


Applications 


^Jndividual 


Applicants 


Acceptance 


Accepted 


36,135 


267,306 


7.40 


13,757 


2.63 


38.1 


40,2506 


* . 328,275 • 


8.10 


14,335 


2.83 


'35.4 


42*624 " 


' 362,376 „ 


. 8.51 


15,066 


2.83 


35.3 


42,303 


366,040 • 


8.65 % 


15,365 


2.7? ■ 


36.3 


42,155 


372,282 


8.83~Y 


15,774 


, ^.67 


" ' 37.4 



State University School of Medicine.) Due to lack of 
growth in the size of the "po°l "and the continued 
annual increase iA the number, of freshman plac& 
available, the acceptar^jgrtefor applicants rose from 
36.3 percent for 1975-761o 37.4 percent for i976-77. 

For 1976-77 the Early Decision Plan (pDP) was 
utilized by 58 of the 116 medical schools.* Of the 
mqje // than 2,100 applicants applying through the 
)P, 839 or 38.9 percent received the early accep- 
tance, thereby reducing the totafnuTtiber of applica- 
' tions filed by apiproximately 6,500 (deriWl by assum- 
ing these applicants would havfe filed an\ average of 
i 8.83 applications in the regular competition). Of those 
EDP applicants not receiving an early acceptance 
^approximately 1,300), 1,024 remained in the appli- 
cant pool, with 463- (45 percent) gaining admission 
through regular channels. 

The number of applications filed by a single appli- 
cant in the 1976-7f applicant pool ranged frotn 1 
(whicK included those accepted through EDP) to 108: 
However, the majority of applicants — 2*5,975, or 62 
percent of the pool— filed applications at fewer than 9 
medical schools. For both accepted and noiUccqrted 
v applicants filing a given number of applications,* Table 
2 gives the mean score on the Science subtest of the 
Medical College Admission Test (MCAT). Excluding 
' vjhose accepted applicants filing only one application 
(the MCAT mean score for this group is inflated, by 
the well-qualified applicants accepted through the 
EDP program), MCAT Science scores for acceptees 



•Under' this program, well-qualified applicants file at a single 
school (usually by August 1, or a year bejpre the date for which 
they seek admission) and receive the school's decision within two 
months.' An* ED? applicant may not apply to any other y,S. 
medical school during the time his/her credentials are being 
considered for early decision and must attend that school if 
admitted. If not admitted under the EDP, he/she may be reconsid- 
ered by that schoorasa regular applicant and may appty'tb other , 
schools' \ . * , • 



rise steadily from 599 Tor those filing 2 to 5 applica- 
tions to 650 for those.fijing 31 to 75 applications. A 
parallel but lower distribution of mefch scores exists 
for nonaccepted applicants. (The lack of any clear 

' association between application frequency and mean 
&rade-point averages fGPA] may be due to variations 
in the grading standards among undergraduate 
institutions.) ■ • \ 

This'as$ociatidh'of large numbers of applications 
with higher test scoresjs reflated in the fact that the 
chances of receiving at least Qne acceptance went 
steadily from 25 percent for those filing oqe applica- 
* t ion (the 34 percent given in Table 2 is adjusted to> 

* exclude EDP acceptees) to 52 percent for those 962 
applicants filing applications at 26 to 30 schools. 

"Of the 15,774 applicants accepted to. this 1976-77 
first-year class, 4,876, or 31 percent, were a'ceepted by 
at least two medical schools, while 520 received offers 
from at least five schools. This latter group included 
two fitst-time Applicants who each received offers of 

v acceptance at thirteentnedical schools. One haH filed 
18 applications;" the other, 27. This is the first appli- 
cant study uT recent years, to rqx>rt on multiple 
acceptances, t - 



2. First-Time ami Repeat Applicants, 

When. discussing^ the total nunjber^f individuals 
seeking admission to U.S. friedical schools for 
' 1976-77 and the relatively few first-year places avail- 
able to them, -it is important to note that 1 these 
statistics do not describe an applicant pool composed 
entirely of individuals making their first attempt .to 
gain admission. Of the total. applicant ' pool for 



t Fona distribution of the J 976-77 applicant pool by number of 
appn^tlol«b A acceptances, see J. M. Cuca, "Applications vs. 
Ac<^ptaocJflptheM976-77 First- Year Class of U.S. Medical 
Schools {JourmU of Medical Education, 52:1010-1012, 1977). 



Frequency 



Application' Frequency r Acceptance Rates,- and /Ability Levels of Applicants to the 

1976-77 FirsNYe£ Class 



Total Applicants 



Table 2 



Accepted Appli- 
cants per 
Frequency Group 



-Groups? 


' , Ho. 


Percent 




percent 


1 


•• *7,613 


- 18.1 


iss\ 


33.5 


2-5 ~ 


>. 10,809 


25.6 


3,1 73^ 


' 29.4 


6-8 


7,553 


17.9, 


> 2,740 


36.3 


9^-11 


4>910'r 


11.6- 


' 2,003 


40# 


12-15 * 


4,283 - 


10.2 


1,896 


44.3 


16-20 


3,177 


7.5 


1,520 


47.8 % 


21-25 \ 


1,727 


V ' 4.1 


851 


49.3 


26-30 


962 


2.3-, 


499 


51.9 


31-75 


1,106 


2.6 


538 


48.6 


76 or over 


15 


v° 


^ 3 


20.0 


Total 


• 42,155 


100.0* 


15,77* 


• 37.4 



Ability of Applicants 



Mean MCAT 
Science Scores 



Not t 

Accepted Accepted 



606 

599 - 
'614 

619 
' 628 

63^ 
640 f* 
638 K 
650 ^~V> 
571 

6\i 



521 
534 
548 

553 
566 
579 
V 582 
583^ 
597 
•570 
546 



Mean Total GPA 

: " Not f 
Accepted Accepted' 



3.54 

3.49. 

3.52 

3.50 

3.47 

3.47 

3.48 . 

3.46 

3.47 

3.62 

3.50 



.;3.1! 

^3.10 
3.14 
3.13 
3.14 
3.17 
3.r6 
3.17 
3.19. 

• -3.08 
3.13 



* By number of applications per applicant. 



V Table 3 

. Comparative Acceptance Data for First-Time and Repeat Applicants, 
* ■ 1976-77 First-Year Class 

Men * Women 



Total ° 



Category ? • 




* Percent * " 




- Percent - 




Pettent 




Number. 


Accepted 


Number 


Accepted 


Number 


Accepted 


First-Time Applicants 














Accepted 


. ' 8,533 - 


40.6 


2,959 


41.0 


11,492 


—40/7 ; 


Total. 


'2t#>6- . 




7,224 




28,260 




' Repeat Applicants* 














Accepted 


3,319 < 


30.5 ( 


963 


.31.9 


4,282 


/30.8 


\ Total °* „ 


10,875 




3,020 




13*895 




^Xll Applicants 


lf,852' 












Accepted 


37.1 


* 3,^22 


38.3 


15,774 


37.4 


\ Total 


31,911 




10,244 - 




42,155 


> 


* Repeat applicants include those who also applied 


foreitherthe 1974-75 ortheJ^75-76first-ye/rclass. ' " 



\ 



1976-77, 11,164 (26.5 percent) had afeo sought ad- 
mission to the 1975-76 freshman class, lliis compares 
witn 10,922 repeat applicants for 1*975-76 (25.8 per- 
cent of that pool). Ujfsirig this definition of .repeat 
applicant, then, the annual increase in the number of 
rerj^ter£ continued for 1976^77. When the definition 
*6t repeat applicant is modified to include those .who 
applied to either of the twa previous first-year classes, 
repeaters totaled 13,895, or 33.0 percent of the 



1976V77 pool.* In other* woro^ the number of indi- 
vidualsvseekihg admission to medical school for the 
first timfe was'a* maximtfni of 28,260, (This is an 



* This modified definition of repeat applicant — i.e , those applying 
to either of the. two previous firsfr-year classesr^is employed 
throughout the present study This change m'the definition should 
be considered when comparing the 1976^7 repeat and first-tyhe 
applicant data with tho\e published in previous studies. 



pvefestimate sines it no doubt irtcludes a few appli- 
laht&whq waited mdre-than two years before reapply- 
ing.) fhe acceptance rate fiqr these "first-timp" appli- 
cants wa$ M percent, compared with 31 percent fpr 
wpeaterS#T*tble 3). * v > ' 

Amotjg xepeat applicants, women had* an accep- 
tance rate of-3T.9 percent, which was 1.4 percentage 
points higher than that for men (30.5 percent). For - 
'"first.-time applicants, however, j$ie acceptance rates 
far men and women were closer-40.6 percent and 
41 .(^percent, respectively, a difference pf less than* 
half a percentage point. " 

* As sjhown in Tabje 4, approximately half the repeat 
applicants in the 1976 pool Had either received their 
bachelor's degree; iri *975 (4,79 1* or 34 percent) or 
were 1976 graduating seniors who had previously 
applied to medical school in tfieir junior year (2,l40, 
or 15 percent). In contrast; 32 percent had received 
their.bachelor's degree in 1973 or earlier. Acceptance 
rates' for repeat applicants rose steadily from 24 per- 
cent for this latter gpoup to 52 percent for the small 
group of repeat applicants expecting to receive their 
bachelor's degree in 1977 §r later. 

^ A similar relationship between graduation status 
^and acceptance success was also evident for first- time 
applicants. Those receivjng,their bachelor's degree in 
1973 or earljpr Jiad an acceptance rate of only 28 
percent, compared with one of 47 percent for 1976 1. 
college graduates. 

The second major observation in Table 4 concerns 
this latter group of first-time applicants. Traditionally 
thought to comprise the bulk of the applicant pool, 
college seniors seeking admission to medical school 
for the first time accounted for only -40 percent of 

J V 



"1976-77 applicants ( 16,767/ of. 42, 155). These "in 
phase" ap^licantsl experienced an acceptance rate of 
47 percent, compared with an acceptance rate of 31 
percent for the remainder of the 1976^-77 applicaht 
pdol. Compared with 1975-76, the chances of gaining 
adnmSipn may have increased slightly for this in- 
phase component of the pool (the* acceptance fate for 
1975-76 wis 45 percent). What appears to be a 
decline of approximately 1,000 in the absolute num- 
ber of in-phaseapplicants from 1975-76 to 1976-77 is 

^due to the ^odified definition of repeat applicant 
employed f6r the present study — that is, those identi- 
fied as "in phase" last year included some applicants' 
who had waited more than a year before reapplying.^ 
(The exclusion of such applicants in this year's in- 
phase group could account for the slightly increased 
acceptance success.) * y 



3. Available Places ' 

The number of new-entrant places open for 1976-77 
first-year medical students (15,282) -was 372 more 
than the 14,910 new-entrant places for the previous 
year (Table 5). This represented a 2.5 percent in- 
crease — compared with a 3.4 percent ipecease^for 
1975-76 — and thus, continued the declining rate of 
grQwth-observed in previous applicant studies.* The 
'new-entrant figure is slightly less than the.total num- 
ber of acceptances offered, sunce it excludes 492 ac-' 
ceptees who did not matricuyle. (As shown in Table 5 
in thexolumn labeled "Acceptees not Matriculating," 



* In computing the increase for 1975-76, jhe additional class at 
New York Medical College is excluded(see footnote to Table 5). 



Table'4 

Graduation Status and Acceptance of First-Time and*Repeat Applicants to the 1976-77 FirsV Year* Class 



Date Bachelor's 
Degree granted 
or Expected 

1973 or before 
' 1974 
1975 
1976 

t977-or later 
Total 



First-Time Apphcants(FTA) 4 



Repeat Appltcants(RA)* 



Total 



Accepted 



Total 



Accepted 



t 








Percent 








Percent 


Status 








of FT*. 








Of RA * 


When Applying 


No 


Percent 


No I 


Total ' ' 


No. 


Percent * 


' No. 


Total 


Graduate 


~" 6,596 


23 3 * 


,1,83? * 


*' 27.9 


4,488 


32.3 


1,094 


24 4 


Graduate 


873 . 


3*4 


262 


30:0. , 


' ~2,409 A 


17.3 


632 


26 2 


Graduate 


2,806 


9.9 . 


I £03 


35 7* ' 


4,791 


, 34.5 


1,469 


30.7 


Senior 


16,767 


593* 


7,856 


46.9 


2,140 


- 154 


' 1,052. 


49:2 


Junior or less 


** 1,218 


43 


1 532 


4V 


* 67 


.5 


35* 


' 52.2 




28,260 


ioao^ 


11,492 


40,7 


13,895 


100 0 


4,282 


. 30 8 



• Repeat Applicants include those who also applied for either the 1974p75 or the 1975-76 first'ye^ar'cjass. 



First-Year 
Class m 

1972- 73 

1973- 74 

1974- 75 ' 

1975- 76 

1976- 77 



-Table 5 \ ^ ? 

Comparisons of Accepted Applicants, Ndnmajrifculants, and Enrolled First^Year Student*, 

. JW2-73 Through 1976^77 



No. of 
Medical 
Schools 

, 112 
* 114 
. 114 
114 
116 



Total 
Accepted 

Appli- 
cants 

131757 
14,335 
15.066 
' 15,165 
15,774 



Accept ecs not 
Matriculating^ 



r 



New Entrants 



FirSt'YeaT Enrollment 

~~ T ~ ; 'oiifer; 



No. 


Percent ( * 


* No. 

* ■ 


Percent 


. No. 


Percent 


405 


2.9 * 


13,352 


% 97.6 


325' 


* 2.4 


459 


3.2 „ 


13,876 


* 98.0 


283 


20 


487 


3.2 


14,579 


97 7* ' 


*>1 


. 2.3 


455 


3.0 


14,910 ' 


♦97.5 ] 


*385 • 


'* 2.5 . 


492 


3.1 


15,282 


97 9 


.331 


2 r c 



Tojal 
Ehfolledt 

13,6f77 u 
14,159 
14,920§ 
15,295 ' 
15,613 



• First-year students repeating the year.or reentenng after previously being enrolled. m . » . 

t Data from AAMC fall enrollment' surveys, * ' 4 ' * 

§ Varies from previously published figure since it includes an additional first -year class of 157 admitted by New York Medical Colfege in the 

------ 4 . ^ • _ 



spring of 1975. 

4- 



tlfe number of nonmatriculants has increased slightly 
over -the past five years.) Additional analysis of this 
group for 1976-77 revealed that 2.9 percent of ac- 
cepted men did not matriculate, compared with 3 J 
percent of women acceptees/As shown in Table 5, the 
total number of freshmen medical Students actually 
enrolled for 1976-77. included these 15,282 newly 
entering students plus 331 previously enrolled stu- 
dents who were either reentering or repeating the first 
year. v - N ; 

Table 6 'gives the numbfer of new-entrants for 
1976-77 at each of the 116 U.S. medical schoqls. 
Compared., vfith $ie total numbgr^of new entrants 
'admitted, in 19^5-76, -47 's<£oq1s£ experienced ink 
creases for 19X6-77, although the size- of these in- 
creases was not as striking as in previous years. Only 
iout -schools showed gains of -20 or more: Texas- 
fymstoh, 36; Alabama-Birmingham, 21; and North 
'Carolina and Mount Sinai, 20 each. Ten other schools 
increased their* new-entrant places by tO or Tim 
Twenty-two schools had slight declines in the number 
of new entran{jS,TV'hile 45 schools registered no change 
over the orevious yea*. Sixty-three of the^new first- 
• year places were provided by, two new medtca] 
schools: .Uniform^ J^vTces School of thl Healtj 
Sciences (Bethesda, dryland) and Wright State Uni 
versity (Dayton, Ohio). * 

Publicly Controlled' medical schools, which, no^ 
number '68, enrolled the majority <4f new first-year' 
students (-59 percent). On the other hand, the 48 
private medickl schools, 'with their les? stringent state { 
residence requirements, attracted more applications. 



Of the 372,282 applications for ^6-77 first-year 
places, 237,728, or 64 percent were received by pri- - 
1 vate schools, ' • \ > 

. The eight states enrolling more than 500 new first- 
year students-the same stages reported in the 1975-76 
study — were, in descending order: New York (12 
medical schools), 1,62b; Pennsylvania (seven medical 

* schools), 1,075; Illinois (seven medical schools), 
1,1366; California (eight medical schools), 958; Texas 
(six medical schools), 847; Ohio' (five medical 
schools), 702; Michigan (three medical schools), 593; 

' and Massachusetts (four medical schools), 544. For 
the remaining states, the distribution of new entrarits a 

* was as follows: 500 to.s500 new' entrants in fifteen 
states and the District of Columbia; and less than 1 200 

.' in twenty states and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico. Delaware, Mainland Wyoming have nomedi- , 
cal schools. Alaska, Idaho, and Montana have medi- 
cal education programs through an interstate ar- 
rangement with Washington known as the WAMI 
Program. * \ 

% The 3,777 womdh new entrants for 1976-77 repre- 
sented 24.7 percent of the national total. This com- 
pares with 23.6 pj&rdmt .for 1975-76, For 1976-77, 
. . women accounted for at least 30 percent of the new 

entrants at 26 o| Jhe nation's 116 medfcal schools^ 
' Those schools matriculatyig the highest proportion of 
women,(40,p§rcent or niore) were: Medical College of * 
, Pennsylvania, '62.2 percent; State, Oniversity of New 
' York^tpny Brook,- 52.1 percent; California-Davis, 
'44.0 percent; Missouri-Kansas City, 40.5 percent; and 
Brown University, 40.0 percent. 



Table 6 

v Applicants and New Entrants by Medical School 
and Sex, 1976-77 First-Year Class 



of School* (by Sutc or territory) 



•Alabama — Birmingham 
•South Alabama 
Arixotu 

•Arizona 
Arkansas 

•Arkansas 
California < $ 
•California— Davis 
•California— Irvine 
•California— Los Angeles 

• California— San Diego 
•California — SanP Francisco 

(includes special program 

at Berkeley) 

Loma Linda 

Southern California 

Stanford 
Colorado 

•Colorado 
Connecticut 
•Connecticut 

"Yale 

District of Columbia 

.George Washington 
Georgetown 
Howard 
' Florida ■ s 
„ *• •Florida (Includes- Florida 
Stated-Florida AAM) 
Miami 

•South Florida 
Georgia 

Emory 

•Med. Coll. Georgia 
Hawaii 

• Hawaii / 
Illinois v 

Chicago Medical 
Chicago — Pritzker 
•Illinois 

Loyola (Stritch) 

Northwestern 

Rush 

•Southern Illinois , 
Indiana . 

•Indiana 
Iowa 

•Iowa 



•Kansas 
1 Kentucky 



0' 



No. of New Entrants 
to First- Year Class 



ERLC 



Men Women 


Total 


135 


31 * v 166 




8 


J64 


66 ' 


'22 


88 


101 


11 




jo 


44 


100 


56 


14 


JO 


111 
76 


34 

20 


l i 5 * 

96 


102 


56 


158 


135 


31 


166t 


107 


30 


137 


57 




86 


87 


38 


125 * 


58 


n ; 


80 


71 


28 


99 


116 


34 


150 


'165 


40 


205 


85 , 


39 


124 


* - 

92 a 




1 L J 


108 


25 • 


'ill 

133 


77 


16 


93 / 


88 


" 23 


111 


153 i 


27 


180 

« 


49 


17 


♦ 66 


87 


28 


115 


89 


15 


104 


255 ( 


87 


342 


"106 


37 


.143 


123 


47 ■ v 


170 1 * 


73- 


4 / 


1 "JO 
1ZU 


' 49 


23 


72 " . 


230 


75 


305 - 




40 


174 . 


" 149 


51 


200 r 


♦ 






( 








19 











Total No. of Applicants 



Men 


Women 


Total 


767 


164 


'< 

* 931 


724 , 


135 


859 


CAQ 


1 JO 


04/ 


497, 


111 


,608 

\ 


2,868 


1,089 


3,957 




oio 




3,003 


1,005 


„ 4,008 


2,678 


926 


3,604 




1 A AO 


J, US 1 


* 

"3,309 - 


866 


4,175 


3,025 


955 


3,980 


3,849 


1,268 


5,117 


1,258 

* 


■ 362 


• . 1;620 


4 

* 1,05; 


• .450** 


1,-501 


• 2,224 


871. 


t h 095 


6,758V 


" 2,132 


. 8,890 v 


7,040 


2,134 


9il74 - 


3 862 


1 114 
i |jjt 




'2 031 


512 




1,131 
839 


238 
%1'193* 


1^69 
1,031* / 


i 

3,96; 
1,118 ' 


mo 

BIS 


. 4,871 
* 1,193 . 


1.122 


\ \T* 


1,400 


. 4,735 


1,306 


6,041 


5,129 




6,604 


„ 1,852' 


( 595 


2,447 


-.4,500 


1,4291 


5,929 


5,747 


1*741 \ 


7,488 * 


2,512 


872 \ 


• , 3,384 ' 


999 


291 \ 


" 1,290 


1,402 


440 


l 1.842 


681 ' 


20)5 


\ * , 

\ <886 


731 


217 


\l <>48 



.7- -.w 



■ .1 



4 V 



Table , 



ntinued 



A 



Name of School* (by State or Territory) 
♦ * * 

* ' ' •Kentucky v ( » 
» •Louisville ' I 
LbuisUa* t s,) 
6 •LouisiaiurState-- New Orleans ' 
Louisiana " State — Shreveport 
s 'Tulane • , / 

Maryland, 
/ Johns Hopkins*. 

•Maryland ;« ' 
^ a •Uniform • Services Univ. 
Massachusetts 
* x Boston 1 

v * Harvard " -r 
•Massachusetts 
Tufts 
IvI ichifa*^ , 
,' •Michigan 

•Michigan. State 
; i^Wayne State , 

- •'Minnesota 

Mayo , 

I f* •Minnesota-^uluth 
fc J •Minnesota — Minneapolis 

Mississippi . . ■ 

• • •Mississippi" 

Missouri 
'^•Missouri^Columbia 
"^•Missouri — Kansas City 
- St. Louis 

• Washington— St. Louis " 
Nebraska 
* ' Creighton * 

•Nebraska 

- Nevada 
" . •Nevada ' v 
New Hampshire 

Dartmouth 
New Jersey 

•New Jersey Med. 
.* •Rutgers 

New Mexico * * 

•New Mexico 
New York . % 
Albany 

Albert Einstem . 

Columbia 

Cornell 

v Mount Sinai ^ 

♦New. York Med. 
New York Univ. 
Rochester * 
•State Univ. New York— Buffalo 
•State Univ. New York— Downstate 
'* ^*State~Univ/ frew Yprk— Stony Bro<^ 



No. of New Entrants 
to First- Year Class 



Men Women 




ti > 



85 

ioo 

149 

77 ' 

- 121 

97 
* 134 
26 

82 
114 

. 98 

r 171 

201 

-32, 
30 . 

- J 88/ 

' 115 

-92 • 
44 
131 
93 

89 

■ - 120 

38 

49 , 

78 
76 

89 
122 
95 
71 
71 
128 
124 
68 
93 
165 
. 23 



y 23 
35 

26 
, 19 
27 

' 23 
42 
5 

-* 

52 
" 51 
■31 
48 

66' 
39 
. 50 

4 

9 

6 ' 
51 



35^ * 

18 ^ 

30 

26 

n 

33 
10^ 

16 f. 

XL, 
32 

25 

38 
53 
53 
30 
30 
50 

47 * 
| 29 

' 4 l. 
54 

25 



Total 

108 
135 

' 175 
96 
• 148 



1 

.176 
31 

134 
165 h 
'"99 
146 



237 
* 105 
251 

41 - 
36 ' 
239 

150 

lip 
74§ 
157 

J20 

109 . 
1$3 w 

48 

65 

110 
,108 

73 

127 

175 

148 . 

101 

101 
N7$- 

171 
97 

135 
, 2-19. 
> 48 



Total No. of Applicants 



Men 


Women 


Total 


1,092 
1,194 


' 3.18 
297 


1.410 
1,491 


■(. ™ 

/ 667 
6,109 


195 
157 
1,458 


972 
824 
7,567' 


2,^3 
1,181 
1,507 


920 
497 . 
191 


. * 3,503 J* 
1,678 
1,698 


3,300 
' 2,567 
1,038 
6,727. 


1,017 / 

441 
2,311 


• 4,644 
3,584 
, 1 1,479, 
9.Q38 


3,437 
2,159' 
2,397 


>1,075 
736 
626 


4,512 
2,895 
' 3,023 * 


1,374 
756 
1,365 


. * 392 
189' 
378 


0 

1,766 

* 945 

1,743 
t « « 


486 


126 m 


612 


907" 
44 
5,923 
■ 4,725 


,.252 
30 . 
v . t 1,438 
.K353 


1,159 
74 
7,361 
6,078 


$.628' 
879 


1>U - 
. 240 v 


&269 
1,119 


* 530 


106 . 


636- 


2,260 




"* 3,086 


2,006 
2,476 


795 
1,017 ^ 


\ 2,801 
v 3,493 > 


800 


265 


1,065 



3,264/ 


1 1,068 


,4,332 


- 4,638 


'1,649 


6,287 


3,405 v 


1,455 • 


4.860 \ 


4 5,266* 


1,934 * 


7,200; • 


3,038 


1,193 


*w 




1,238 


4,520 • 


•3,483 


1,333 


4,816 ^ 


3,166 


1,211/ , 


4,377 


3,310 . 


'1,18$ 


4,499 


, 3,666 


1,416 


'5,08*4 


1,926 


850 


2,776 * 



.11 



ERLC 



20 




r 



f 



Table 6— Continued 

\o. of New Entrants 
to FirsfYear Class 



Name of School* (by State or Territory) 

V •State Univ. New York^Uprtate 

j/ North CaroUaa . * 

» Bowman Gray 
> 0 : * Duke 

v ' , •North Carolina 
' *\ North Dakota 

1 * - •North Dakota 

Ohio * • ' / ' 

, - * # . # Case Western Reserve 
•Cincinnati 

•Med. ColL^Ohio— Toledo 
' .♦Ohio-State ■ . - • 

^ ' « •Wright State 

s Oklahoma 
•Oklahoma , 
Oregon * 

•Oregon 
Peassyrrania 
Hahnemann 

. * Jefferson ( , 

Med, CoUV Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania - x ; 
*• . * Pennsylvania Stated * - < 

Pittsburg . 
1 • Temple • 

Rhode Island • r 

Brown 
Sooth Carolina 
, -'•South Carolina 

South Dakota ^. 
'; '-} . ^ 'South. Dakota 

' "'Melurry^ * 
•Tennessee 
V- ' Vanderbilt * 

Texas 

Baylor /. \ t „ 
•Texas — Galveston , 
•Texas— Houston 
•Texas — San Antonio 
•Texas-^Southwestern 
^•Texas Tech 
Utah ^ 

♦Utai* v 
Vera 



•Vermont 
Virtlaaa . 

• - % Eastern Virginia 
♦Meet Coll. Virginia 

^ Vvir^flir 

Washington 

•Washington 
Wes^Virguiia 9 

|t Virginia 



Vejk.Vii 

t 



Men 

* 


Women, 


Total c 






37 


120 


* 


'sit 


16 


10^ 




* 82 


32 






.114 


46 






54 


. 14 


68 * 




"92 


-46 


138 


* 


129 


*55 






91 


r 24 


U5 > 




185 


- 48 


233- 


» 


22 


V ?J0 


32 ' 




140 


*> 

36 


176 




94 


'21 


115 




144 


38 


182 


• 


1 7A 
1 /o 


±1 

*» / 






37' 


61 






1 1 A 
1 14 


ilA 
» 40 


- loU 




75 


23 


98 


J 




. 31 


> 135 




. f39 


40 


179 


.4* 


36* 


/ ,24 


^ 60 ~ r * 




e ii4 


31 ■ 


* ■ 165 




55 


11 


66 


1 


on 


** 

" ATI 


IZx 




171 


32 


203f . 




69 


* 14 


' 83 

> 




1 in 
1 j\j 


is 

JO 


105 v 




16t 


. 41 


202 




83 


17 


100 




93' 


0 A ? 


' 135 




1 to 








34 


6 


40 






: 9 


* 100 












62 


*;2l' 


83 




41 


23 






124 


42 


166 * 




]fl6 


* * 


• 133 




134 


41 


H5* ' 




75 


14. 


, " '89, 





Total W of Applicant* ' 

% : 



v i Men 


Women 


» Total 1 








3,187 


1,180 


4,367 








'4.534. 


1,181 


. 5,715 


3, WW 




4.U52 » 


i,320 


459' 


1,779 


131 


30. 




^5,232 


1,694 , 


6,926 


4,275 


1,234' 


'/&>9 


. 1,442 


385 


X 1.827 # 


« 9 1,647- 


< 495 


2,142 


2,226, 


645 


2,8^71 


806 


168 


974 


595 


'••194* 


789 


4 " .4,527 


. 1,560 


6,087 


- 4,154 


* 1,247 


5,401 


. 2,608 


2,187 . 


* 4,79* 


3,862 


1,384 


5,246 


• 1,706 


. 567 


2,273 


2,627 


792 t . 


3,419 


4,064 > 


1,372* 


5 5,436 


403 


154 


557 


944 


< 

221 


1,165 








V s " 


.103 


'633 * 


1,938 


661 


,2,599 


4 622* 




. ' 755 


4,760 


M.3A 


6,096 



2.810 
%, \U88- 
1,768 
1,792 
1.937 
, 1,146 . 

1,143 

1,729 

. 1.055 
• J - 2,210 
ZL* 2,900 

' 1,300 . 

323 



* «45 
526 
533 

. 511 
' 544 
. 271 

.243 

^599 
* 

303 
682 
•809 

403 

• 81 



3,655 
2,314* 
2,301 
2,303 
1 2,481 
1,417 

, *1,386 

\ 2,328 

1,358 
.» 2,892 
' 3,7J» 

* ^,703 

404 



12 




0 

ERIC 



21 



* Table 6— Continued 

No.'of New Entrants • 
to First-Year Class 




Total No. of Applicants 



<$4tn Women 


„ Total * 


* Men Women 


Total " 


T04 32 


136 


• 

2,556 *725 


3,281 


115 » 44 . 


159 


1313^ 381* 


1,594 










102 ^38 


• 


391 165 


11,505*" 3,777 


15,282 * 

- t 


281,821 90,461 . 


372,282 


1 




• 




£601," 1.633 _ 


• W34* * * 


179,455 58,273 


237,728 


, -tf,90* 2,144 0 


' «$04* & 


102,366.^32,188 


134,554 












.+ 







:Nifcto* of School* (by State or.Jerriltery) - 

. l&&jfCoII. Wisconsin 4>' 

♦Wisconsin ^ . ; - 
PftCrtt'Rico * , ^ ; 
•Puerto Rico , * • / ' 

** * - # 

ALL SCHOOLS . ~ 

Subtotals by Control - v * - 

. - ^Prtvate^N=48) 

Public (N=68) j v c 

- * Asterisks identify schools that are publicly controlled, 
t Lorn* Linda and Tennessee each admitted two entering classes. V * ' ^ * t 

§4?of 1976-7t, Missouri-Kansas Gty selected forbear 1 of their 6-year program, 80 of 413 high school graduates applying. Thafigures in 
Table 6 are for Year 3 of the program (equivalent to the freshman year at otlier medicaF schools) and include only those student s'promotcd 
from Year 2. For 1 976-77, no new students transferred into the program at the Year 3 level. $ 



i 



B. Demographic Characteristics 
of Applicants' - - v 




.1. State of Legal Residence 

The chances of gaining admissidh to the t 1976*77* 
first-year class varied substantially depending on the 
applicant's state of legal residence. .Thet proportion of " . 
applicants accepted is given in Table 7,rfor residents of 
each state and the District oCColUmbia and* the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico/^hese acceptance * 
rate§, which are rank ordered in the first colttmn, 

' ranged from 61 percent (79 of 129 applicants^ for 
residents of South Dakota id 24 percent (15 of 63*' 
applicants) for residents pf New Hampshire. * 

For 1976-77, as for past, years, the two states ^ 
furnishing the largest number of applicants were New 
*Yprk-(4,95 t>andf California (4,067). More than one of * 

.every five applicants to the 197&-77 first r year class- 
(21 percent of the total pdbl) w^s aVesrdent of one of 
these two states.^ (California and New <York 
contained 18 percent of the 1976 U.S. population?) ' 
Ranking third through tenth* were the 'following 
states: Pennsylvania, 2,782; Illinois, * 2, 134; Texas, V 
2,032; Michigan, 1,$84; Ohio, 1,840; New Jfcrsey, 
1,678; Florida, 1,331; and Massachusetts, ,1,120 (fa- * 
ble 7). Compared with the 1975-76 applicant poor, 0 

. th$ pumber of residents from these states Ihowed little* % 

.change — except for residents of New York, who dfc-» 
dined by 277, or 5.3 percent, pf the remaining states, 
the greatest changes occurred tor residents of Georgiaf 



(an increase of 1 19 or 18 percent) and Tennessee (an 
increase of 155 or i2 percent). 

" # 2.Age # , /- ■ 4 y » 

',The decline iirthe proportion of the applicant pool 
below age 24 and the resultant increase in mean age 
. for medical school applicants observed in the 1975-76 
Study continued for 1976-77. This trend ay be 
^attributed impart to the growing number of repeat 
applicants in the annual pools. The proportion of v. 
, applicants below age 24-r-67.7 percent for 1974-75 
■ -and 63.8 percent for 1975-76 — declined to 62^6 per- 
cent* for 1976^77 (derived from Table 8]. Thes^youu- 
ger gtudents accounted for 75.0 percent of acceptees, 
compared with 75.2 per^nt in 1975-76 and 79.6 
percent in 1 $74-75/ * 

The mean age for 1976—77 applicants Was*24;2 
(compared witri 23.8 for 1974r-75 and 24.1 for 
19J5-76).* As in previous years, women applicants, 
•^compared with men, had a sligfitly higher mean age — ^ 
24.3 and 24.1, respectively. For accqjtees, this differ- 
ence in mean $ge£ was slightly greater — 23.3 years for 
women^and 22.9 ibr men. This \i explained by the 
acceptance rates jn Table 8: for applicants under age 
24, acceptance success was greater for men; while for . 
those !24 arxfcover, the'ehances of being accepted were 
greater for women. The mean a%e for repeat appli- 



* For this study an appicapt's age is calculated as of September of 
theyear he/slje would be mafnculatmg in medical school 



13 



22 



Applicants~«nd "Applications iy Acceptance Category, Place of Residence, and Sex, 1976-77 -First- Year Class 

' -* J ' . ' • - ' . 

Applicants Receiving' One or More Acceptances —Applicants Not Accepted Total 



Rank by 


















Percent' 




No. of 


No. of 




Percent 


bin nf 


INO. 01 




Accepted 




'Men 


Womeif 


Total 


Accepted 


Men 






14 


• 


216 


46 


• 262 


* 44.0 


277 


57 




1 1 




ii 


A 


t < 

15 . 


if c 

45.5 


11 


7 


18 






113 


32 


145 


36.4 


197 


- 56 '. 


253C 


40 




110 


22 


132 


> 34.2 , 


.208. 


46 • 


25T 


48,. 




930- 


367 ' 


1,297 


• 31.9 


2,015 


755 


^ 2,770 


45 




125 


47 


172 


32.8 


* 271 


82 


353 , 


46 - 




141 . 


57 


198 


32.7 


315 , 




408 


18 ' 




. 17 


' 15 


32 t 


41.6 


34 


'li 


45 


32 , 




%U 

sal 


2$ 


72 ' 


36.9 


72 


51 


•123 • 


41 ' 




36f 


85 


446 


33.5 


725 




885 


31 




. 234 


58 


292 


37.0 


M 403 


94- 


497 


23' * 




60 


20 


80. 


39.2 


m 102 - 


22 


124 


25.5' 




24 


• '4 


28 


38.9 


39 


5 


44 


io\ 




' 719 


255 


•974 


^45.6 


,866 


294 


1,160 


15 




251 


V 87 . 


338 


43.7 


319 


117 


436 • 


; 5 






\*50 


1*81 


49.9 ' 


139 


43 


182 


2 




171 


/ 56 


227 


57.0 


* 133 


38 


171 


*13 




' 482 


f 61 


243 


44.5 


242 


61 


303 ' 


12 




301 


70 


'371 


44.6 


354 


106 


460 


7 


\ 


3d • 


11 


' * \47 


48.5 


' 33 


17 


. 50 


39 




260 ' 


101 


361 ' 


34.7 


r 458 


220" 


678 


37. • 




\ 269 ■?* 


■la*-*. 


391 


34.9 


* 508 


221 


72? 


44 




^473 




620 


32.9 


99V 


270 


1,264 






' « 281 


71* * 


^352 


38.4 


441' 




565 , 






. 130 


41 


171' 


. 46.1 


. 153 


47 


200 


1 7 
1 / 




*>i & •* 1 


CO 

oo 


286 


42.5 


303 


84" 


387 


6 




39 


12 . 


5 h 


,48.6 


40 


14 


^ 54 


20 




'163 ' 


42 . 


205 


. 40.3 


251 


53, 


304 


30 




34 


10 


44 ; 


* . 37.9 


/ 62 


10 


72 


52 


* 


. 12^. 


' 3 


15 


23.8 




*10 


48 


49 




.390 


144 


^534 


31.8 


854 


* 290 


1,144 


'42, ; 




' 65 


31 


96 


33.3 


. 134 


. 58 




22 




- 1,362 " . 


583 


1,945 


39.3 " 


2,183 


§23 


3,006 


25.5 ' 




203 ' 




/268 


38.9 • 


\ 325 


> 

• 96 


42f 


9 




47 


15 


/ 62 


_ .45>" 


X • 63 


10 " 


* 73 


29 




528 


175 


703 


38.2 


• 895/ 


242 


U37 






* 






... m 


; t 












» * 




23 






-■ V 



No. of . No. of* „ 
Applicants • Applications 



596 \ 2,738 

33 322 

398 * 3,257 

386 # 1,129,,. 

4,007 * 56,523 

525 4,035 

606 7,4% 4 

77 — * ' 761 J 

195 ~ 1*91 

1.331 , 11,141 

789 4,146 

f 204 1,479 

\ 72 - 639 

'2,134 • 17,590* . 
774 % 4,215 

- *63 1,754 
398 ' \ 1,838^ 
. .546 ' * 2,203 

831 45&* 

■ r 97 - *65 
1,034 \ 8,454 

1.120 14,007" 

i,884 12,763. - 

2 %m '« 281 - 71 352 ' 384 UV l ? 4 . 565 . 917 - 

^ 8* .130 41 ,171* AA 1 l«l Ai inn* . * > tl 201 

673 / 4,133 

105- v %7 V 

509 " 1,870 
V M6 # ^ 535 

63 . ' 659 

1.678.V 25,64} 

288 1,538" *" 

4,951 > 78,873 . 

689 3,959' 

135^ 473 

1.840 ^ 14,472 % 



n 



9 




J ; 



Place of 
Residence r 

teihsylvania 
foerto Rico 

iCwolina V " 
Tennessee 

w ~ ■ 

Vermont 

War. • - 



\ 



s 



Rank by 
Percent 
Accepted 

38 
24 . 

'16 * 
' 50 ' 
47 

t'l ' 
M9 

. i - 

43 

27 

4 

? ! ' 
345. 

34.5 
16 

3 , 



U^JentiTied* . 
p^Territpdes 
•fkfPossessions m , ' % 
Excluding Puerto Rico) 



Table 

. * i * > 

Applicants Receiving" One or More Acceptances 



Applicants Not Accepted 



No. of 
Men - 0 




1 > \ 
No. 'of "\* 
Women' tTotal 



" 38 

\ 25 
252, 

37' 

13 



34 
13 
48 
-157 
6 

>U 
104 

40. 

12 
86 
7 

' 17 
II 



, I. 



190 

j^998 
/ 145 

X 44 

' 186 ' 4 

i 79. 

' 280 
f • % 784 
i ""95*' 
44 . 
369 
183 

•87' 
3*12 
39 
75. 
69 



Percent » No. of 

Accepted Men 

' 34.8 x 299 

39.0 160 

35.9 — 1,^65 



. 31.4 

32.6^ 

,40.7 
61.2 
33.1 
38.6 

- Afc 
51.8 

*.40.2 
36.2 ' 

* 36.2" 
43.5 
55.7 
14.9 
,32.9 



208 
66 

21*7 
47 

464 
*969 

224 
38 

417 

248 
•> 

1$ 
310 
24 
'320 
100 



■ Y 



No: of' 

Women 

'57 
5? 
' 419 
109 

"•25 

/ • 

54 

s 3 
•103 
279 • 
34 
3 

\ J 33 
74 

" 3 ? 
■ 95 
- 7 

108 
41 



* Total- 
356 

l,*84 

.317 
91 

.271 
. 50 
•567 
1,248 
258 
41 
550 
322 * 

.153' 
.405 
* 31 
428 
141 

7 



Total 



r No. of 
, Applicants 

546 
356 

^ . 2,782 
462 
135 

/57 
129 
847 

2,032 
,/ 353 
85 
919 
505 

240 
717 
70 
503 
' 210 



No. of 
Applications 

' 2,267' 
2,594 
24,980 
1,507 

. * W 

• T 427 
2,599 
- 13,442 
•2,231 
586 
5,481 
4,425 

*83 
. 4,944 

• , ' 425 
4,252 
259 



.J 



n > 

6.322 



' 26,381 



' -42.155 



372.282 



TOTAL N 11,852 ✓ ' 3,922 15,774 * 374 20,059 

•i Since data in this table are presented by place of residence rather than by cituenshiprthe total of 503 foreign applicants includes only those specifying a foreign country as their 
fcf»/ residence. ■ } . 



m 

JT 
1" 



4 * 




• « 



f ■ - o 



IERJC , 



Age* 



20 ind iftider 

21-23 , / 
•24-27 
28^34- 
32-37 

38 and overf 
Unknown 
Total 

Mmn Age 



Table 8 

Acceptance Rates of Applicants by Age and Sex, 1976-77 First- Year Class 



- No. 
Appli- 
cants 



All Applicants 



Men 



Applicants 



Accepted 



Percent 
Accepted 



' -No. 
Appli- s 
cants * 



NQ.^i^Pcrccm 
Aecepteo? . Accepted 



965. ' 


•2.3' 


609 


9 6h 


• 631 


: 418 ' 


K 66.2 
44.4 


2S,U1 


60.4 


11,214 


* 44.1 


* ^9,446 . 


8,630 


11.1*3 


• 26.5 


2,939* 


* . 26.4 


8,589 * 


2,148 


25.0 


^3,376- * 


* 8.0 


801 s 


23.8 


. 2,505 


' 551 


22.0 


. 982 


' '2.3 \ 


187 


19.0 


*6oi 

^99 


" . 97 


' 16.1 


188 ( 


A +* 


21 


* 11.2 




8.1 


* '50 


. .1 


1 ' 


2.0 


40 


0 


.do 


42,155 


100.0 


15,774 


37.4 


31,911 


11,852 


> 37V. 


24.2 . 


• 


23.V 






r£.9 


r 



No. 
Appli-, 
cants 

1 

334 
5,995 
2,564 
871 
381 
89 
10 
10,244 
24.3 



Women 



Accepted 

191 
* 2,584 
'791 
'252 
90 
13 
L 

3,922* 
23.J 



Percent 
Accepted 

57.2 

43. r 

30.9 

28.9^ 

23.6* 

14.6 

•■ 38.3 • 



• As of. September 1976 ' > * 

t The oldest male applicant was 53, and the ofiest male accepiM was 47 The oldest femal^applicam was 51, and the oldest female accepted 



was 45^ 



Table 9 „ 
..Wornen* Applicant^ to U.S. Medical Schools and Women New Entrants, 
•~ .1972-73 Through 1976-77 First-Year- Classes 















First-Year 


°i Total 


Women 


Applicants 


Total New 


Women New Entrants 


Class 


Applicants < ? 


Number 


Percent 


Entrants* 


Number * Percent 


1972-73 


36,135 


•M80 


15.2 


' 13,352 


• 2,251 16.9 


1973-74 


^40,506 


7,202 


+ 17.8 


13,876 


2,726 19.6 


1974-75 


* 42,624 


8,712* 


20.4 , 


14,579 


3,264 ^ 22.4 


1975-76t 


42,303 


9,*75 


22.6 


14,910 


' 3,512 \ 23.6 


1976-77 


42,155 


10,244 


- 24.3 


* 15,282 


3,77^ * 24.7 



* Excludes repeating and reentenngfirst-year students. 

f Includes 2 1 3 applicants and 104 new entrants for.whom g|nder information was unavailable. 



cants was 24.8 years compared with a mean age of 
23,9 for tfiose applying for the first time. 



3. Women Apptic*nt4 ; 
The 10,£44*w?fmen applying to medical school for 
1976-77 — once again a record high — was 669 greater 
than for 1975-76* (Table 9), This seven percent in- 
' crease compares with a ten, percent relative growth for 
the previous year. Over the past five years the number • 
of Women applying to medical schpol has increased by 
87 percent. While women- accounted for only 17 
percent pf the new first-year students in 1972-73, thjey 
claimed approximately- one of every four new. first- 
year places for 1976-77. 

As the number of women applicants has continued 
to increase, the proportion who are -accepted has 



dropped slightly, approaching the acceptance ratio 
for men. Fop 1976-77, the differential in acceptance 
rates between men and women was only 1.2 percent- < 
age points — 38.3 percent for women and 37:1 percent 
for men (Table 10). This compares with a differential ' 
of 2.3 percentage poihtsfor the previpus year. (Addit- 
ional friformation oh wefrnen applicants is included . 
elsewhere in this report.) ] ^ 

4. Racial/Ethnic Groups - 

AlftiougH the overall ^applicant pool for 1976-77 was 
slightly smaller than for 1975-76, the number .6f 
applicants from those racial/ethnic groups other than 
white/Caucasian increased, by 377 (from 5,903 to 
6j280), v representing a 6.4 percent increase. These* 
groups comprised 14.9 percent of the 1976-77 pool 
(Table 11). ' 



J' ■ • ' 

When the number of applicants chotosing each of 
the racial/ethnic self-descriptions is subdivided by 
gender (Table 11), the proportion of womehi in 1 * each 
group ranges from a .high of 39.2 percent for black. 
Americans to a low of approximately 2\ percent fdr 
Mexican Americans {20.7'percent) and £ubans (2Q.8* 
percent). Among wliite/Caucasian applicants, 1 23.0 
percent were women. Acceptance rates for women, 
were higher than those for men in the following 
racial^ethnic groups: black American ^40.2 percent 
fpr -women arid 37.0 for men), white/Caucasian (39.5 
percent for women a|id 38.4 percent for men), main- 
land Puerto^Hican (^4.2 portent for women,anfl 38.1 m 



percent For men),»Cuban (35.2 percent for women and 
52.9 percent for men), jmd Other (26.9 percent for 
women and 21.3 percent for meft). Higher acceptance' 
rateS for irfen -occurred* among American* Indians 
(33.7 percent for men and 22-.2,percent fdr women), 
Mtfxiqui Americans (50.9. percent for* nrai and 38:9 
percent for women), Amgric* Orientals .(35.2 per- 
cent for men apd 34.2*-jferceot for women),* and 
Commonwealth Puerto Ricans (31.5 percent foremen- 
and 22.4 percent for women). \ . * 

The 3,323 applicants from minorities iunderfepre- 
sented in medicine (blacjc American/ Americarrjn-- 
dian, Mexican American, Puerto Rican — U.S. main- 



} . ' Table 10 • 

Comparative Acc$aCance Data- for Men and Wo/nen Applicants, 1972-73 'Through 1976-77 



First-Year 
Class ^ 

1972-73 

- 1973-74 
' 1974-75 

- 1975-76* 
1976-77 



""-Men 

30,655^ 

33,304 

33,9.12 

32,515 

31,911 



No. of 
Applicants * 

men 



• No of 
Applications 



Average l^o/.' 
Applications] 
JPcr Person ^ 



J 



No 
Accepted 



Percent 
Accepted 



' /.480 
'7,202 
8,712 
9,575 
10,244 



' Excludes 21 3 applicant'sffor whom 



Men 

22^,585 
27^30 
288,962 
281,684 
281,821 



Women 


Men 


Women 


Men 


Women 


Men 


Women 


. 38,721 ' 


7.5 ' 


: 7 1 


11,398 / 




37.2 


43.0 


56,645 


8.2 


7.8 


11,488 


2,847 


14.5 


19 5 


73,41* ' ^ 


«.5 


" 8.4 , 


11,674 


-3,392- * 


'34 4 


* 38.9 


84,013 


8.7 


8.« 


'11,619'-' 


3,639 


35.7 


38.0 


. 9a,461, 


.8.8. 


. 8.8 ~ 


" 11,852 


3,92*2 


37.1 


38,3 



gender information Was ifriavaiUble,-.,,-..- » •««<«,.-..>.;»■.. /- .-„ ■ 



* • # v Table 11 / 

Self-Description'ajid Sex of Applicants and Acceptees fo-!u.S. 

1976-77 First- Year Class - 



edical Schoofc 



Applicants 



Acceptees 











Percent AH 








Percent All 


Applicants'' 


Sdf-Descriptioa 


Men 


w Women 


•Total 


Applicants 


Men 


Women 


Total 


Accepter 


^Accepted 


- . > 
White/Caucasian < 


>5,937 


7,728 


-33,665 


*79.9 


9,983 


3,055* 


13,03^ 


82.7" 


'387 


Underrepresenteji minonties 




















• Black American 5 


1,335 


*• 988 


2,523 


" v !s;o 


569* 


* 397 


6.1 


38?/ 


American 'Indian 


92 


36, 


128 




, 3T 


8 


39" 


2 % 


. 30.5 


Mexican American 


■ 365 


$5 


460 


1.1 


186 


37 


• 223 


U 


*8*5 


- Puerto Rican (mainland) 


144 


68 f o 


212- 






/ 30 


&5 


c C — S % 


^ 40.1 *.\ 


\ SubtOtol »• 


7,136 


- A 1.187 


3,323 


7.9. • ' 


•f 


472 


**,'313 







k American Onental * 886 

Puerto Rican (Commonwealth)* 184 
Cuban *" * * 194 

.'Otner ^ 893 

No Response k 1,681 

TOTAL j 31,911 



• 333 
89 
51 
327 
529 
10,244* 



J,2l9 
«, 273 
24$ 
1,226 
2,210 
42,155 





1000 



' * The total number of applicants giving the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico as* their place of residence was 462, pf which 145 were accepted, 
*(sce*rabie 7). Daja m Table 1 1 include onjy those choosing " Puerto Rican (Commonwealth)' 1 ax a s*lf-descnptor on the AMCA$ application 
fonh or the MCAT Questionnaire. - # *• ^ 



^land) accounted for 7.9 percent of the total pool. This 
: number represented** grpwth of 274, or 9.0 percent, 
4 over 1975-76 (Table 12). While this increase ^as 
shared; by all but American Indians, the largest gain 
% /$35) occurred for black Americans, £s observed fii 
' la& year's-study, the declmeio^he number of under- 
represented minority apj|S^fts for 1975-76 was due 
to a decrease in the number of blacks applying to 
. medical school. Figure 3>and Table 13 reveal that 
v this decrease and the increase in the number of black 
applicants uf the 1976-*77- pool were pbgUdgj by 
similar fluctuations in the number of blacks enrolling 
. in pfiollege* freshrhen classes from 1970 through 1972 
. .(147,176 for 1970, 102,952-for 1971, and 135,50* for 
: 1972). } 

Although the actual number of undeirepresented 
minority applicants 1 to medica^school increased by 
274, the number Accepted was only 5 more than for 
the^revif^year^As^QJKr^ Table 12„ the accep- 
. tanw ratelor^hSemmority applicants, while remain- 
ing slightly above, the 37.4 percent for all 1976-77 
•applfcanjst was lower than' for 1975-76, declining 
<from 42.9 percent to 39.5 percent. A significant factor 
contributing to this fall in rate of acceptance may be 
ttoe growing problem of financial aid, whiph has beseh 
relatively more serious for these students since they " 
aye more frecpfentiy from economically disadvan- 
tagedj^ackaroupds. An applicant's ability to finance 
his m edited education has at^ome schools necessarily 
become an important an^sideration in the selection 
process. Also contributing to the lower acceptance 
Success for minority applicants to the 1976-T7 first- 
year class may be the impact of reverse discrimination 
suits. The threat of such litigation may be causing 
some schools tolurtail their efforts ih the recruitment 
and admission of minority students. (The U.S. Su r 



> preme Court is "expected to rule'on the case of Bakke 
, versus the State of QUiforniain the spring of 1978.) 
Returning to Figure 3, the number of blacks enter- 
ing college and the number of them interested in 
careers in medicine have increased in recent years. As 
shown by theltoes plotted for these and the line for 
black ar^UcajRo medical school four, years later 
(given in Figu^3 for the five most recent applicant 
pools), thesr-freshman college enrollment statistics 
have a certain, validity as predictors of the general 
trend for future black applicant paols. Accordingly, . 
the decrease 'in blacks entering college from 1972 to 
1 974 and a slignt decline in the number expressing an 
interest in medicine would not forecast any substan- 
tial increase in the number of blacks applying to 
medical school for 1977 and 1978. It should be 
stressed, howeyef, that a number of 6ther factors will 
influence this trend — including ^gie , availability of 
financial aid and the Supreme Court ruling mentioned 
previously. ^ 



5. Size of Hometown 

In Table 14, data are presented for the first time on 
^5ze of hometown of applicants and acceptees to U.S. 
medical schools. (These figures summarize responses 
t«> the question "Where did you spend the major 
, portion of your pre-college years?") Approximately 
41 percent of respondents in the 1976-77 applicant 
pool indicated hometowns with populations of 50,000 
or less (including farms). Of the 16,421 applicants in 
this gro\ip, §,033 were accepted, which Was an accep- 
tance rate of 37 percent— slightly below the. 40 per- 
cent acceptance rate for those from areas With popula- 
tions greater than 50,000. As igdicated by tl^accep- 
tance rates in Table 14, the chances of gaining admis- 



Tablc 12 

Minority* Applicants to U.S. Medical' Schools, "1974-75 Through 1976-77 
Minonty Applicants Minority Acceptees 





First-Year 
Class 


, Total. 
' Applicants 


Number 


Percent 
. of All 
Applicants 


Number 


•Percent 
of All 
Acceptees 


Percent of 
Minority 

Applicants 
Accepted 




1974- 75 

1975- 76 

1976- 77 


42,624 
42,303 
42,155 


'3,174 
3,049 
. 3,323 


7.4 

7.2 . 
• 7.9 


' i,406 
1,308 
1,313 


9.3 
8.5 
8.3 


44.3 
419 - 

39 5 *C 



• Includes only minorities thai Traditionary have been underrepresented in Medicine (black 
American, American Indian, Mexican American and mainland Puerto Rican). 
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Total Number of piacks\ntering k Undergraduate College from 1968 Through 1976, the v Estimated Number 
Interested in Medicine, and the Number Applying to MedicarSchool Four Years Later 



Academic 
Year. 

(1) .i 
< 

; 1968-69 

1969- 70 t 

1970- 71 

1971- 72 

1972- 73 
1973174 

1974- 75 ' 

1975- 16 
4 1976-77 



No. Black 
Freshmen; 
(2) 

85,430 - 
• 98,270 
147,176 
102,952 
U5,504 
128,619 
123,812 
158,445 
149,678 



' Percent of All 
Freshmen Interested 
in Medicine 

< 3 * * 
3.7 

* , .3.4 
3.9 
4.4 

5.5 . 

5.9 

5.3 

5.1 

4.8 



Estimated No. of 
Blacks Interested 
in Medicine* 
«) 

3,161- 
J 3,341 
5,740 
4,530 
7,453 
7,588 
6,562 
,8,081 
7,185 



No. Black Applicants to Medical 
School Four Years Later 



.Medical School 
First- Year, Class 
(5) 

1972- 73 

1973- 74, • 

1974- 75 

1975- )6 

1976- 77 



No." Blacks 
Applying 
(6) 

* 2,1*68 r 
2,227 . 
2,423 
2,288 
2,523 



SOURCES: Data on undergraduate college freshmen weretterived from percentages appearing in the American Council on Education's 
annual issues of The American Freshmasu^Nattonai Norms. The numbers of black applicants to medical school were faken from Medical 
School Applicants: Supplementary Tables, published annually since 1972-73 as part of the AAMC's DSS Report series. 

* Assumes that for the total number of black freshmen given in column 2, the percentage interested jn medicine is the same as that for all 
freshmen given in column 3 . 
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165-1 
155 

As -I 

135 
125- 
415- 
105 

95- 

85- 

•f 

7- 
6- 
5 
4 
3 

2H 




Black College 
Freshmen Wanting 
to Be Doctors / 




Blacks Applying to Medical School 
FouxJteafs" Later 



(72-73) .-(73-74) (74-75) (75-76)/ (76-77) ■ 
• 68-69' 69-70 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75. 75^76 76-77 
w * Freshman Class (Undergraduate College) \, 

. • ^ .Figure 3 ) 

Total Number of Blacks Entering Undergraduate College from 1968 Through 1976, 
the Estimated Number Interested in Medicine, and the Number Applying «to Medical School ^our Years Later 
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v ■ Table 14 

Size of Hometown of Applicants and Acceptees to U.S. Medical Schools, 
x 1976-77 First-Year tlass 







A *^ 

Applicants 




Acceptees^ , » 


Percent of 


* * Size of zjonietown 




Percent of 


- 


tocfcnt of 


. Applicants 


Number 


1 All Applicants 


Number 


Air Acceptees 


Accepted 


On a farm , 


1,572, 




. 628 


4.0 


t .39.9 


annul town (less tnan a XX)/ 


3,173/ 


v*7.5 


1,134 


- , 7.2 * 


35.7 


Small city (2,500 to 50,000) 


U,67# 


v"^ 27.7 


4,271 


27.1 


36.6 


Moderate-sized city 












X5ti,000 to 500,000)" 


9,30T 


22.1 


3,568 


22.6 


38.4 


Large city (500,000 or more) 


7,4* 


17.7 


2,854 


18.1 - 


38.2 


Suburb of a large city 


6J*>3 


16.1 


* • 2,936 


" 18.6 . . 


43.2 


No Response 


3162 


v 5.1 '/ 


, 383 


' 2A 


17.7 * 


Total . 


42)^55 


.100.0 


15,774 


100.0 


37.4 















~sion increased slightly with each interval increase' of 
population, from 35.. 7 percent for small town to 38.2 
percent for large city. The highest acceptance rate (43 
percent) was experienced by that 16 percent of the 
applicant pool having spent the major portitflrof their 
pre-college years in a stiburb of a large city. This was 
followed by an 'acceptance rate of 40 for those appli- 
cants from farms. (For further information on size of 
hometown, $ee "Academic Background of Appli- 
cants" and "Career Plans ofttpplicants.") 

6, Marital Status M 

Of the 40,124 applicants in the 1 $76-77 pool respond- 
ing to the MCAT questionnaire item'^n marital 

' status, 1 5 percent were married; 2 percent were either 
widowed, separated, or divorced; and S3 percent had 
never been married. Of this group, applicants s fram 
underrepresented minorities wer^e slightly more likely 
ta be marrtSTN (21 percent) .than were 
.white/Caucasians (15 percent). Additidnal "analysis 
revealed an inverse relationship between size of home- 
town and the>relative number of applicants who wer£- 
married. The proportion who were married decreased * 
from 24 percent for those coming from farms 'to 13^ 
percent for thostffrom large cities (and 10 percent for 
those from suburbs of large cities). 
* For the. total grotip, the rate of acceptance was 
highest for studertfs who were never married (41 
percent) and slowest for -marrjpd applicants (28 
percent). It is interesting to notf tharScceptance rates 
for men and 'women applicants who had never been 

' married differed by onty .3 percentage points (40.6^ 
percent for men and 40.3 percent' for women), indicate 
ing that the greater difference-in acceptance rates for 



min and* women at the national level (L2 percentage 
points) reflects a higher acceptance Success for 
women than men in the other marital status groups. , 

» * 
7. Citizenship * 
The number of foreign citizens enrolling in tfiFtirst- 
year classes of U.S. medical schools has remained 
rather stable in recent years. As reported in past 
applicant studies, these have ranged from 200 to 250 
annual* first-year students since 1970-71. Appearing 
in Table i5, for the first time in the study series, are 
medical school applicant and aceeptee data for for- 
eign citizens. Citizenship information by country was 
collected only for those 37,598 applicants who partici- 
pated in the American Medical College Application 
Service (AMCAS) — 89 percent of the total 1976-77 
' applicant pool. Table 14 includes these data an4 the 
estimates for the total applicant pool that were exfrar^ 
• olated from them — the latter given in parentheses. As 
«rtiown, an estimated '1,414 foreign citizens sought 
admission to U.S. medu&l schools fdr r?76-77 — 
apprpximately 3 percent of the pool. (Thejeitrapola- 
tion of the AMCAS figures to the total pool is made 
on the assumption that the relative distribution by 
"geographic area of citizenship" for non s AMCAS 
applicants would not differ from that for applicants 
utilizing AMCAS.) # v 
. The 1,262 AMCAS foreign applicants, which are 
distributed m^Table 15 by major., world geographic 
areafcrrmcliided citizens of 109* countries. Of these 
countries, the largest contributor was Nigeria with 
141 applicants, followed by Hong Kong (136), Can- 
ada (1^2% Cuba qnd the United Kingdom (60 each), 
India (57)7 and'the Republic of China (53). Appfoxi- 



20 



J 

ERIC 



<29 



mately SI percent of all foreign applicants were citi- 
zens qf one of these seven" countries. Thirty-three df 
the ^09 countries contributed only one applicant 
each.. ' • „ i 

Applicants from the Amerisas,* compared with 
those from the other world geographic? are^s, ac-' 
counted for the largest portion of applicants (34 
.percent) and also, as a group, liad the best chance^f* 
gaining admissicm (an acceptance rate of 25 percent), 
The acceptance fate for the aggregate^ foreign 
nationals was considerably below, that for the total 
^>qol-^20 percent and 1 37 percent, respectively. 



1c Background 
Applicants 




l.Unde£radijjgt$ College MLajbr ^ . 

Over*1fliejfast t five years, there have been small but* 
steady~annual increases in the proportion of appli- 
cants having majored in either ; biology, chemistry, or 
zoology — from .50 percent in 1972-73 to 57 percent , 
for 1976-77. Majors in psychology, premedicine, and N 
biochemistry followed in popularity aming 1976-77 
applicants, each being repotted by more than a 



thousand 'applicants (T«le 16). Of fhose 1976-77 
applicants indicating an undergraduate college major, 
almost three-fourths (74 percent) had jriajored in one 
of these six science fields. While tfte above-mentioned > 
growth is partially a reflection of the^general increase 
, in popularity of the sciences among all undergraduate 
college students* ^he predominance of science-related 
backgrounds among medical school aspirants is also 
evidence of the conviction among many that a science 
-major increases orte's chances for being admitted. 

As observed in previous applicant studies, however, 
a heavy concentration, in the sciences during the 
undergraduate college years is not necessarily asso- 
ciated with admission ^to medial school. Students, 
with a- wide variety of majors wer^ accepted to the 
1976-77 first^ear class. As indicated in Table 16 by 
the percent of applicanfl&ccej>ted with a given major, 
the chances of gaining adrnissibn did not seem to be 
strongly related to the jnajor fi$ld of undergraduate 
study. Wfiile those majoring in biomedical engineer- 
ing had the highest rate* of acceptance (57 percent), 
applicants with degrees in interdisciplinary programs 
and religion ranked second and third with acceptance 
'rat€£ of51 percent and 50percent,«respectively. Those 
applicants fr^n othei* professional fields continued to 



Table IS 

' Number of Foreign Citizens Among Applicants and Acceptees to 
U.S. Medical* Schools by Geographic Origin/ 1976-77 first-Year Cl'ass 



Applicants 



Acceptees 











Percent of 






Percent of 




Percent of - 


AMCAS 4 






- Foreign 




Foreign .1 


Applicants 




Number* 


.Applicants* 


Number* 


Acceptees 


Accepted 




v 217 (243) 


17.2 


40 (43) 


15.6 


18.4 
















132 (148) 


10.5 * 


23 (25) 


9.0' 


17.4. 




192 (2\5) 


15.2 


49 (53) 


19.1 


25.5 


> 


44 (49) 


* 3.5 


18 (20> 


7.0 


. 40.9 * 




*9 (66) 


'•4.7 


15 (17) 


* 5.9 


25.4 




388 (43$) 


30.7 


72«(78) 


28.1 


* 18.6' 




, 136 (153) 


. 108 


28 (31) 


. 10.9 


~V-206 




84 • (94) 


6.7 


10(11) 


3.9 


— 11.9 




10 (11) 


0.8 


I <D 


0.4 


100 




1,262(1,414) 


100.0 


256(279) 


100.0 


20.3 





PA' 



- Geographic Arefc* 

■> ' • 

Africa v - 

Americas •* 

Canada 

Caribbean t 

Central America' * 

South America J ^ 
1 Asia 
feurope 
Middle East 
Oceania 

Total 

* 

* Numbers in the tcft column are limited to the 89.2 percent of the 1976-^77 applicant pool who^ 
"■^t — utilized the American Medical College Application Service (AMCAS). Nifmbers in parentheses are- 
* estimates for the total applicant pool and are based on the assumption that non* AMCAS and AMCAS ; 
applicants are similarly distributed by geographic area. 

' \ Includes Caribbean exclusive of Puerto Rico, * " . . .* - • 
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Table 16 c 

Undergraduate College Majors of Applicants and 
1976-77 First-Year Class 

• Applicants 



Acceptees, 



" Apceptees 







rcrcciu 




rercent ot 




of Ail 




Applicants 


* Undergraduate Major 


Np. 


Applicants 


No. 




Biology " - ✓ 


15,909 


37.7 


5,614 


35.3 


Chemistry , . 


4,943' 


% 11.7 


2,172 


% ; 43 9 


Zoology 


3,134 


7.4 


' l t 070 


34.1*' 


Psychology 


2,354 


. 5.6 1 


772 


32.8 


Presncdicinc 


2,353 




860 


' 36.5 


Biochemistry 


l,4p6 " 




701 


49.9 


Microbiology 


971 , 


""72.3 


317 


32.6 


Chemistry and Biology . * 


111 


( XJ 


314 


?42.6 • 


Mathematics 


.611 


1.4 


239 


^9 1 , 


Pharmacy 


■ 501 


1.2 


* V 99 


l^.g 


English 


448 


1.1 


167 


37.2 


Natural Sciences - , 


448* 


1.1 


172 


38.4 


Physics \ 


390 


:9 


161 


41.2 


Medical Technology ^ 


375 


.9 

f 


74 


19.7 


History 


358 


* .8 


156 


43.6 


Science (Other Biological) , 


315 . 


.7 


* 123 


39.0 


Ph£sjoIo$y 


293 


.7 


96 ^ 


,32.$ 


Foreign Language 


, ' 289 


..7 




| '38.4 


Psychobiology , • *" 


284 


.7 


116 


40.8 • 


Electrical Engineering 


243 


.6 


.82 


33.7 


Pre-Professional 


243 


.6 


in 


45.7 


1 * — y 

Biomedical Engineering 


226* \ 


.5 


128 


"56.6 


Anthropology 


222 . 


, -5 1 


82 


* 30 * 


Economics 


f 2l5 


.5 


97 


45.1 


Nursing 


215 


.5 


63 


29.3 


Sociojogy 


206 


5 


73 


* 35.4 ' 


Political Science ' • 


\ 200 


:5 


69 


34.5 


i*. Chemical Engineering " 


189 


.4 j 


79 


41.8 


Philosophy # 


188 




73 


38.8 


Interdisciplinary 


175 " 


A' 


90 


* 51.4. 


Engineering (Unspecified) 


167 


.4 


<- 54 


32.3 » 


.Education 


143 


.3 


42 


29.4 


General Studies 


136 


.3 


. 48 


35.3 


No Major 


135 


.3 


62 


4i9 


Business 


111 


.3 


28 


25.2 


ia£ elig,on 


106 - • 


.3 


53 


50.6' 

* 


Other Known Majors 


1,604 


h 


. 606 


37.fr 


Not Specified * 


, 1,312 


3.1 


600 


45.7 


Total ' 


42.15S 


100.0 


* 15,774 


'37.4 



have the least c}jance of being admitted: education (29 
percent), nursing (29 percent), pharmacy (20 
percent), and medical technology (20 percent). * 



* * Compared with the overalkacceptance rate of 37.4 percent, the 
difference in acceptance rate for each of these fields was statistically 
significant at the .05 level. J • 



2. Highest Degree 

Applicants applying through AMCAS foV places in * 
the 1 976-^77 first-year class werq asked to indicate 
degrees granted or expected. As stated previously,^ 
AMCASUppHcants accounted for 89 percent of all 
1976-77 applicants, and it is assume^ that thelr***^ 
responses are repre&rrfative of the entire applicant 
pool The highest degrees held , by applicants (or* 
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31 




cxpitcdr-fQfmost, by (he lime they would |e enter- * grees of emphasis zfejatso put on such factors as the 
mg^m&ical^hool) were distributed as falfowlT(total ^applicant's career plaps and place o£residenpe, 



ll.fr \ 



N =? 3^598^:, b»abheloi^ JB4:7 percent; master's, 
percdij; doctor'^ %Q Bprcent; and no degree ex- 
pected, .7, percent. Further subdivision of the 
bachelor's-leyel group reve&led that applicants lyith 

, *B.S/$ accounted for 48^ percent of the poQ^ those 
r with Ej|A.'s, 35.5 percent. « <% / • 

Calculated l?y, the^applicant's degree level, the 

- chances of getting admitted td medical school varied 
significantly.* Acceptance percentages 'went from a 
low of f6 percent for applicants at theddOoc^Ufivel 

t (withinfthi^ group, Ph.D f ;s had aji acceptance rate of 



indicators of overall academic ability,^ the two 
injures djscussed/ in this section each have their, 
strengths and weaknesses. An applicant'sjGPA mea- 
sures his achievement over a number^pf years arid is, 
in this respect, a more representative index than 
scores from a on^-day testing. However, the fact that 
grading standards and the stringency of coursework, 
var^greatfy among undergraduate institutions places 
linmitioijl on the GPA as an evaluative measure. The 
MCAT,fon the other hand, while possessing the' 
limitations inherent in such ond-time examinations^ 



, TW overall undergraduate c$fege mean GPA for 
applicants to the 19*76-77 firsf-year class was 3.27. 
Tliis compared with a 3.2f for the previous year's 
pool and, as shown in Figure 4, followed the upward 
trend in mean GPAs over t the past few years. Due to 
the demanding nature of courses in biology, chemis- 
try, physics, and mathematics (BCPM), mean GPAs 
for these courses (during the four years showiHn 

• Biology, Chemistry, Physics, 

0 • * *and Mathematics 

1 ° . 4 All Other Coufces 

A^IK Courses 

/ 



,31 percent) and 27 percent for the master's level to a ^ provide a standardized measure at the national 
high of 41 percent for .applicants witfi^ bachelor's 'Jevelty which to evaluate applicants, 
degrees. Among applicants with bachelor's degrees, ~ 
those with JB.A.'s experienced an acceptance fate of 
44 percent, compared with a 3^percent-rate of accep- 
tance for those, with B.S.'s. (The difference is signifi- 
cant at the .05 level.) This higher acceptance rate for 
applicants with B.A.'s may be due,' in part, to their 
- "having a significantly .higher mean score on r the 
MCAT Science subtest^SSS for applicants \yith 
B.A. f s and 5*J forthqse with B.S.'s. (The 14-pbint - 
ctfflference is significant at the .0002 level.) 

^ . * - * 

3. Academic Ability - - 

Related to the increased competition in recent years 
for first-year places in UJS. meSical schools and the 
importance of academic achievement as a selection 
criterion, applicants each year have presented admis- 
sions committees with increasingly outstanding aca- 
demic credentials. (Eor undergraduate GPAs, this v 
trend may reflect a certain amount of grade inflation.) 
,As discussed in the "following section, this trend 
continued for the 1976-77 competition. In interpret- 
ing these data, however, it is important to.iemember 
that they deal with only two of the selection factoys 
that are considered by medical school admission com- 
miUees-^GPAs and MQAT scores. While these mea- 
sures of academic achieyement are generally consid- 
ered as important criteria, applicants are also consid- 
ered along v other dimenjfens. Psychological factors' 
such as the emotional stability, motivation; and matu- 
rity of ^ppljcaAts — often assessed through personal 1 
interviews — receive careful consideration at many 
schools. Depending on, the institution, varying <4e- 



4.00 n 



3.50- 



« 3.40{ 

QC 

| 

<, 3.30- 



h20 



3.10 



3.(X^ 



Acceptees 



Applicants 



73-74 
\ 



i n 

74-75 ' 75-76 
First- Year ClasS fc 



r 

-76-77 



♦'The acceptance rates for bachelor's level, doctoral Jevel, and 
* masters 'level, when compared with the overall acceptance rate, of 
37,4 y were each statistically different at the .05 significance level (see 
Figure 1). . 



, Figure 4 

Meaji Undergraduate Grade-Poin* Average (GPA) 
of Accepted and Total Applicants. 
<* 1973-74 Through 1976-77 , 
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" Table 17 

Mean Undergraduate, Grade-Point Averages (GPA) of Accepted, Nonaccepted, 
and Total Applicants, 1973-74 Through 1976r77 



Number Percentage 
/ First-Year BCPM* 
Class GPA 



AOf 
GPA 



Total 
<GPA 



*th 
GPAs 



• 1974-75 
* 197^76 
1976-77 



*I3T 
3.44 
, 3.46 
3.48 



1973- 74 2.87 

1974- 75 2.98 

1975- 76 3.02 

1976- 77 3.05 



1973-74 
' 1974-75 

1975 r 76 
'1976-77 



3.06 
3.15 
3.18 
-3.22 



v Accepted applicants 

, 3-38 3:38 , 12,503 

^•46 3.45 f 13^09 

3.48 , 3.4> 14,059 

3.52 3 T 50 14,476 

NONACCEPTEQ APPLIC 
?02 2.95 
3.12 t 3.p5 , 23,193 

3.19 *. 3.10 2>,342 
3.23 . 3.13 22,763 

/TOTAL APPLICANTS 
ft* 3.1 1 33,165 

3-25 3.20 36,802 

3.30 3.24 37,401 

3.34 ■ 3.27 37,239 




of Total 
• Applicants. 



87.2 
90.3 
91.5 
91.8 



78.9 
84.2 
86.7 
86.3 



81.9 
86.3 
,88.4 
88.3 



♦ Biology, chemistry, physics, and mathematics coursesJP 
t All other courses. . Jjp 

includes those who withdrew before any action was taken on they applicattons. 



Total 
Applicants * 



14,335 
15,066 
15,365 
15,774 



26,171. 
27,558 
26,938, 
26,381 



40,506 
42,624 
42,303 
42.155 



I ■ 



Figure 4) were bebfrthe means for all other (AO) 
"courses both among applicants and acceptees. The 
closeness of the AO. and tiCPM 4ines plotted for 
accepted applicants, when compared with those for- 
the total pool, indicate that as a group they present 
academic records that reflect i\pt bnly a higher but a 
*more uniform achievement across subject areas.. A£ 
pointed out in the discussion of undergraduate ma 
jors, however, the vast majority of both applicants 
and acceptees in recent years have concentrated their 
undergraduate studies in the sciences: The BCPM 
mean QPAs given in Figure 4 therefore reflect their 
K major effortjj^,while the AO means- summarize 
achievement that, for many, is limited to basic courses 
. at the' freshman and sophomore level, (The data ujed 
^ 1 to construct Figure 4 are given in Table 1 7.) 

Over the'fcast five years, trends for the MCAT 
* subtests have reflected this increased emphasis in the 
science-related fields. Figure 5 and tfce accompanying 
m Table 18 present mean scores on each of the four 
subtests of the MCAf for the five most recent medical 
school applicant pools. Mean scores for trie Verbal 
Ability subteslj have remained fairly stable during this 



time, while General Information scores-have declined 
. since 1973-74. For 1976-77, the*nean General Infer- 
rriation score for accepted applicants was the lowest 
recorded during the last five years. Contrasted with 

• these irends, scores have risen steadily for Quantita- 
tive Ability (since 1973-74) and Science. 

When the 1976-77 applicant pool is compared with 
the 1 975-76 poolj the greatest changes in mean scores 
% fof the four subtests of the MCAT occurred lor 
Quantitative Ability (an increase of 8 points) and 
Science (an increase of 6 points). For acceptees, gains 
on these two subtests were 13 points and 3 points, 
respectively. The difference in mean scores between 

• accepted anji nonaccepted applicants, as in past years, 
vyas greatest for the Science subtest— 72 'points, this 
compares with appoint differential for 1975-76 
(Table 18). ^ • f 

A comparison of the MCAT subtest scores of first- 1 
•time and repeat applicants for 197&-77 (Table 19)* 
shSws that repeaters, as a group, had highe|mean 
scores on Verbal Ability and General Information? 
while first-timers achieved higher^cbres on quantita- 
tive Ability and Science. Amohg^onktcepted appli- 
cants, however, repeat applicants "feai/the higher 
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j 'general information 




772-73 



73-74 74-75 75-76 

■ First- Year Class 
J 



QUANTITATIVE ABILITY 



76-77 



* 72-73 



73-74 74-75 

First-Year Class 



■i C— , 

75-76 * 76-77 



Acceptees 




72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 

First- Year Class . s 



76-77 




75-76 



76-77 



First- Year Class 



Figure 5 

Mean MCAT Subtest Scores of Applicants and Acceptees to U.S. Medical School First- Year Classes 

. . 1972-73 Through 1.976-77 

• V t ».* 
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. t > ' Table 18 . 

Mean MCAT Scores of Accepted, Nonaccepted, and Total Applicants, 
^ 1972-73 Through 1976^77 



First-Year 
Class 



1972- 73 

1973- 74 

1974- 75 
,1975-76 

1976-77 



1972- 73 

1973- 74 

1974- 75 
1^75-76 
1976-77 



1972- 73 

1973- ^74 

1974- 75 

1975- 76' t 

1976- 77 1 



4 

Verbal 
Ability 



562 
567 
563 
575 
573 



512 

518 . 
518 ** 
522- • 
521 



531 
535 

-534 
541 

"540 



Mean MCAT Scores' 
=^ ^ 



Quantitative 
Ability 



(jeneral 1 
Information 



i Science 



Number 
MCAT 



Percentage 
of Total 
Applicants 



f 

9 A 



Total 
Applicants 



ACCEPTED APPLI^KfTS 



6r4 

^611 
620 
633 



555 
~ 563 

V 55$ 

Y 550 
549 



*575 
592 
603 
615 
618 



NTONACCEPTED APPLICANTSt 



551 
.550 
555 ' 
562, 
566. 



575 
571 
575 
583 
*591 



,4. 



514 

•518 
513 
515 



510 
524 
532 
539 
546 



♦TOTAL APPLICANTS 



530 
536 
532 
527 
528 



536, 
$48 
558 
567 i 
573 











13,633' 




13,757 






7©» 1 


ta 




i a Q&%-. 




1 S (VvA 
1 J,UOO 


■ : 


to? 

1 J, 17 £ 


Qfi 0 


1 J, JO J # * 






Qfi fi 


i ^ 77a 




> 


- 


it / 


> 






21,080* 


94.2 . 


22,37& 




25,217* 


' *96.4 


26,171 




2fc,921 


97.7 ^ 


27,558 




26,337 


97.8 


26,938 




25,698 


' *97.4 


26,381 


** 


34,713 


*• 96,f 


« 36,1-35 , ' 




39,27? 


s ^97.0 


40,506 




41,864 


98.2 


42,624 




41,529 


98.2. 


42,303 




41,282 


' 97.9 


42,155 





* Includes those who withdrew before any action was taken on their applications. 



means on all four MCAT subtests. This is partially C 
due teethe absence in. the repeater group of low ^ 
scoring .applicants who were discouraged from reap- 
plying (the first-time group no doubt includes such % _ 
applicants) but may^ateo reflect the fact Ihai accep- t 
tance decisions ate' made on a much broader basis 
than test scores alone, particularly when these scores 
are above a minimal level. 

Comparative KlfcAT subtest .scores. for men. and' 
women* applicants in the 1976-77 pool (Table 20) % 
show that women continued to achieve slightly higher 
scores on Y«rl>al Ability (553 versus 53$) and General 
^Infori»ation (531 versus 52^4khough for both gen- 
ders the Verbai^Ability means were one point lower 
than the previous year's. Men continued to achieve 
higher scores on Quantitative Ability (598 versus 569) 
and Science (58 1 versus*549). The BCPM mean GPA . 
for both genden? w^3^2. However, the 4.41 AO^ ' 
mean GPA for women applicants was sligKtly higher * 
than the AO mean for men (3.32), resulting in a 



slightly higher total GPA for women— 3.30 for 
women and 3.26 for men.* * > i 
"Iflean MCAT subtest . scores . commuted by 
racial/ethnic category for 1976-77 applicants gener- 
ally, agree with reports on previous applicantv pools. . 
As in past years, ^ite/Caucasians - and 
Oriental/Asian-/finerican^^Bhieved the higljgst 
mean scores on al^four jjpwsts and presented thef 
highest mean GPAs (TabWpl).'When compared with*- 
1975—76 MCAT scopes, the most substantial increases 
for 1976-77 occurre4 fofOriental/ Asian-Americans. 
The scores given in Table 2\ for this group* repne r 
sented increases of 10 points on Verbal Ability, 16 
points on Quantitative Ability, \2 points on General 

• For all four MCAT subtests and for both and Total GPAs, 
the /.ratios calculated for the difference in means for men and 
wome? indicate significance at the .01 level: Verbal Ability (/ = 
15.6?), Quantitative Ability (t =.30.18), General Information (/ - 
4.41), Science (/ = 2846), Apo£X(/ = 16.89), and Total QPA(f 
= 5.71). ' * * ~ ' . 



Information* a|d 10 points on Science. Except for the 
10-point gain iiScience,^which was overshadowed by 
a 24-point increase for mainland PuertouRicans, these 
were the 'largest increases experienced among the 
"ntcial/etbnicg^ouJi^tedinTabl^l. * 

Acadtfnic achieveWnt of applicants, byjyze of 
hometown, appearing in Table 22, shows thSTTpr each 
of the MCAT subtests, mean scores generally^increase 
with increases in hometown population. Except for a* 
slight decline for residents of moderate-sized cjties, 
mean Science scores, for example, rise steadily from 
55CLfor "On a farm" to a higfi of 572 fpr large cities 
(and up to 602 for suburbs of large cities^. Particularly 



notable was < the outstanding achievement for appli- 
cants frCTrrflWsSuburbs, who, as sfcown in Table 22, 
^qhieved • consiafcrably higher scores on all four 
MCAT subtests antffe highest GPA. \ ■ 

Tl?£ abov#di$cusstons h^ve dealt with mean GPAs 
and MCAJ score/independently. Howev.er, medical* 
school admissions committees, in judging an appli- 
cant's^cademic ability,, are likely to consider both 
measure in combination. For the total 1976-77 appli; 
cant pool, Figure 6 presents a 'distribution of both 
applicants and acceptees by the various combinations ^ 
of GPAs and MCAT Science scores. In each cell, thf 
number of acceptees appears as the numerator and the 



' - • , / ■ Table 19 

'Comparative Acceptance Data* and MCAT .Scores for First-Time and 
•Repeat Applicants, 1976-77, First-Year Class* 

Number of 

II * .Individuals * Mean MC AT Scores* 

Category * Total MCAT . VA QA . - Gen * ici 

First-Time ■ Applicants 
Accepted 
Not Accepted 

Percent Accepted 
Repeat Applicantst J 
Accepted 
Not Accepted 
*> Total ' / 
Percent Accepted 

■+ - ' * . . * % 

♦ VA= Verbal Ability, QA= Quantitative Ability, Gen = General information, and Sci= Science 
t Repeat applicants include those who also applied Sot either the 1974-75 or the 1975-76 first -year • 
class. - * 





with 






Total 


MCAT . 


VA 


QA 


«1 1,492 


11,314 


574^ 


9 

639 


# 16,768 


16,136 . 


* 514 


564 


' 28,260 


27,450 . 


539 


595 


-40.7% 


412% . 






1 

4,282 


4,270 


1 '569' 


617 


* 9,613 


9,562 


4 ' '532 


, 569 


U.895 * 


. ft.832 


4 " ?44 , 


584 


J0.i% 


6 30.9% 


♦ 





551 
512 
528 



544 

^2 
'529 



% 622 
542 
575 



607 
552 
569 



, T«ble 20 ^ 

Mean Scores on the MCAT, Subtests for Men and Women Applicants to. 
Firsfrgear Classes, 1972-73 Through 1976-77 



First-year 



1 

1974- 75 

1975- 76* 

1976- 77 



Verbal^ %; 
Ability 



Quantitative 
Ability 



General, 
information ' 



Science 



Men Women Men " Womeri Men Women- Men Women 



527 
-530 
529 
537 
536 



*555 
559 
5?2 
554 
553 



,580 ' 
576 ■ 
579 
589 
59J8 



55* 
549 

557 - . 
564 

569 



528 

531 
523 
527 



537 
544 

.539 

528' 

531 



S3*' 
553 
563 
v 573 
581 



• Excludes 219 applicants for whom gender information was unavailable. 



516 
528 
534 

49 



No._ of 
Examinees 

Men - Wpmen 



29,475 , 

32,364 

33,356 

32,065 

31,304 



5,238 
$,915 
8,508. 
9,390 
9,978 



27 



36 



i 



jiumb#wfapplicants,as the denominator. The accep- 
tance percentage for applicants with that* particular 
GPA/MCAT Science score combination is given in 
parentheses. As expected, tfie "acceptance rate for 
applicants with high grades and high MCAT 
Sci^pe scores was sigfiificantly higher jthan th^ 37.4 
percent for the entire pool Of those 99 applicants 
with 4.0 GPAs and MCAT Science scojps in the 700s, 



for example, 90 percent were accepted, powever, 10 
of these 99 academically outstanding applicants wer8 
/not accepted, while 30 applicants were accepted from/^ 
the group of 698 with B- and C+ averages and " 
MCAT Science scores in ,the 300s. For these 40 
students, other factors-^such as those mentioned in 
the, beginning of this section-— obviously played an 
important role in the selection committee's decisions. 



Table* 21. 

MCAX Scores and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of Applicants by 
Self-Description, 1976-7? First- Year Class* 





Applicant Poof ^ . 


Mean MCAT Scoresf 


jjrade 
















' ^omt 


Self'Dcscnption 


No. 

0 


Percent 


VA. 


QA 


Gen 


Sci 


Average 


Black/ A fro- American r * 


r 

2,523 


\ ao 


439 


474 


445 


450 


2.72 


American Indian 


128 


.3 «, 


503 


533 


499 


518 


2.95 


White/Caucasian 


337^5 


79 9 


552 


603 


538 


587 * 


3.32 


'Mexican-Amepcan or Chicano 


460 


• N 


483 


527 


484 


506 


• 296 


Oriental/ Asian«Amencan 


1,219 


2.9 


530 


635 


510 


585 


334 


Puerto Rican (Mainland) 


,212 


5 


475 


508 


478 


489 


2,94 


Puerto Rican (Commonwealtfi)§ 


273 


6 


441 


476 


444 


441 


3 26 / 


Cuban 


. . ' 245 


6 


492 


538 


499 


529 


3.16 , 


Pther 


» 1,220 


•n 


503 


567 


503 . 


540 - 


3.1$ 


No Response 


2,210 




,533 


571 


525 


554 


3,27 


Total 


42,155 


100,0 , 


540 


591 


528^ 


573 


3 27 



* Number with MCAT^scores- 41 ,282, number with known GPAs - 37,239 

f VA = Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, G«n,=Gerteral Information, dndSci=Science. 

§ The total number of applicants giving the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico*as their place of residence was 462, of 

whom l45_were accepted (see Table 7) Data in Table 21 'include only those choosing "Puerto Rican 

(Commonwealth)" as a self-descnptor on the AMCaS application form or the N&AT questionnaire. 
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Table 22 

MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of Applicants by 



^ *' Size of Hometown, 


1976-77 


B^st-Year 


Class* 








v. : * 


Applicant Pool 


Mean MCAT Scoresf 


• Grade, 
















Point 


Size of Hometown 


No 


Percent 


VA 


QA 


Gen 


Sci 


Average 




. 








* On a farm 


' 1,572 


3 7 


514 


566 


505 


; 550 


^J31 


Sntell town (less than 2,500) 


3,173 


7 5 


522 




514 


556 


3.27 


Small city (2,500 to 50,000) 


11,676 


27 7 


537 


$88 


525 


571 


3.29 


Moderate-sized city 
















' (50,090 to 500,000)' 


. 9,300 


22 1 


538 


-586 


524 


568 


. 3.27 


Large city (500,000 or more) 


7,479 


177 , 


543 


592 


531 


572 


3 22 


Suburb of a large city 


6,793 • 


16 ! 


362 


621 


546 


602/ ' 
553 , 


( 3 34 


No Response * * 1 


2,162 


» ;5J 


541 


571 


538 


•3.00 


Total 


42,155 


100.0 


540 


591 


528 


-573 


3.27 



* dumber with MCAT scores - 41 ,282; number with known GPAs - 37.239 

f VA = Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, Gen = General Information, and Se\- Science 



1 

Overall GPA 

-(and Letter Grade) 


.MCAT ^Science. Subtest Scores ' * 

- \ - . * . ' . "• 


No Score 


200s * 


-300s 


400s 


500s 


600s 


700s • - 




. 4.00 (A) * j 
1 


_JL (75) 
4 ' 

, « - t ■+/ 


/A\ 

— — (0). 


_0^(0) 
1 


3 (20) 
.15 


( 75 U 

^71. 


* 

1 SLA, Voo\ 

l& * (88) 
208 


o* (gn) 
f 99 


4 — ^ (83) 
398^ 


3.30-3.99 (A- & B+ ) 


10 (\A\ ~~ 

-69 


0 

7 


/ 

19 (10> ( 
197 v 


^ ' J " > 

351 n9\ 

- 1.5ft * 


2,833 {aa\ 
6,448 


— : voo; 

9.385 ^ 


U93 rat 
1,823 


10.796 ( £\ 
19.468 


f 3.0CV3.29 (B) 


6 /n\ 
IP 

e 


0 /A\ 

— — (0) 
26 " 


24 /ia\ 
(10) 

248 . 


L§5 (12) 

1,314 


735 /ia\ 

,JJ (2*1) 

',3,59 K 


939 
— Z£I (32) 

2.963 • 


157 IAK\ * 

1 J/ (45) 

349 


2 026 /^a\ 
Wr.r (24) 

8,541 ' 


2.30-2.99 (B- & C-f ) 
» • 

** * 


3 /A\ 

— - (4) « 


0 ff\\ 
68 


30 fA\ 
— — (4) 

-698 


266 m\ » 
— (12) 

2,119 


498 fi*\ 

Joii" 


395 
1,695 


54 /n\ 
171 , 


1 246 * 
-U£Z2. (16), 

7.838 


2.00-2.29 (C) 


— (0) % 
14 


— L (4) 
26- 


• 4 (2) 
. 169 


— !5 (6) 

285 


32 (15) . 
215 


^ — L£ (19) 

' 83 


—.5 (0) „ 

7 


. (9) 
799 


0.00-1.99 (below C)^ 


0 -7m 


* — - r 

5 


1 n\ 
57 


3 tA\ 

* 83 < 


0 mV 

(w 

V . 36 


, — - (IS) 

' 9 


0 /m 

1 


7 M\ 

L i4; 

- .195 . 


9 

Grades Unknown 

* / 


v » 
i£L (26) 
653 


-J- (3) 
71 


— 5 (i) 

396 ' 


-il? (12) . 
1 1.057 8 


4 385 (25) 
1.518 . ' 


(4« 

' 1.050 


' (65) 
171 ^ 


. L29J, (26 j 
^.916 


.^Total 


m (22r 

869 


--1(2) 
203 


-J* 3 (5) 
Q 1,766 


. J3? (14) 
6,442 • 


4.536 (30) 
* 14.861 m \ 


8.226 -(53) 
15.393 ' * * 


*«04 (69) 
2.621; 


15,774 (37) 
42.155 



^5* Numerator in each cell ts the number of acceptees with ihe indicated grades and MCAT scores, denominator is the number of applicants with these charactcnsiks. figure in 
parentheses is the percentage of applicants accepted. , r ' , **- . 4/ 

* • * 

• . Figurp 6 • 
Distribution, of AH AppKcants ind Acceptees by Undergraduate College Grade-Point Average '(GPA) 
s and by Scores on the Science Subtest of the Medical College Admission Test (MCAT), 

t . 1976-77 FirsvYftfS Class - • ' . 

L Jo *» 



§er|c 















/ • I. - • 

♦ 




; ' ' 

? it? 


V 






MCAT ^Sdwct Subtest Score* 




/ 


r 




OteraU GPA 

* 1H> (and' Letter Qrade) 

I $ . 4 " 


No Score 


200f 


• 30ds 


400s ' 


500s % 


600s' 


-700» . 


a Total 




? p:off (A) 


i .JL (ioo) 

3 


■t" 


-A (o) 

, , 0 • ' 


L (25) 

4, 


24 (77) . 
>31 


104 ( 94) 

no 


_«(94) * 
63 


' 211 * 




; f^.30-3.99 (A- & B+) 


(14) 

29 


_°- (0) 

- 3 


-*L (12) 
77 


187 (26) 
. 726 • 


1-527 (48) 
3,169 


3^801 (72) 
5,258 


, 854 (84) 
1,019 ' 


WO (^2) 
10,281 




| |3.0O-3.29 (B) 


\ 

4 _i_-(29) • 


-°-'(0) \ 


11 (10) 
. 10S 


_Ji (14) 

' ' 555 


• 1,437 


356 (3Q) . 
1,172 • " 


UB (53) 
111 


\ 

, W» (24) 
3,401 ' 




;§,■ , " 

l!l30-2.99 (B- & C+) 

, At * >». 


-2. (0) 

18 


-°- <Qh 

. 23 


— 1L (5)' 
240 


_U!:\l5)' 

734 ■ • 


C 181 (18? 
1,004 * 


—M, (29) 
455 ' 


1" (49) V f 
37 


^ 4 15(16) 
' 2,511 




liawi* (C) 


0 {0) 


_°- (0) 
11 


—0- (0) 
56 


3 (3) 




7 X37) 


0 (0) # 


22 , (10) 


* 


— < — V v/ / 

- 5 


91 . • 




19 


, 1 


. 23r. 




| q;00-L99 (below Q 


-2. (0) 

2 


, -P-' CO) 
'4 ^ 


0 (0) 
' 19* 

^ i 


1 (3) 
30 * 


0 .(0) 
9 ( 


'1/ 


— 2 (0) 

.0 


1 (2 )^ 
65 




i*»T 1l . 

ff Grades Unknown 

> •*** - 
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• JL (29)'; 
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Figure 6 summarizes acceptance data for the total 
42,155 applicants to the 197&-77 first*year class. 
Approximately one-third of these applicants were 
reapplying after previously being rejected. Another 21 - 
percent, although applying for the first time, had 
rithfcr -received their baccalaureate prior to 1976 or^ 
;,wer^ undergraduate juniors or less. *As shown else^ 
'where iff this study (see Table 4), these two gfoups*of 
applicants, for a number of reasons, were less success- * 

* fill in gaining admittance to medical school. 

The remaining 40 percent; most of whom/were in 
^the 21-23 a^5 group, graduated' from college in 1976 
ana had^ppliedto enter medical school in the fall of 
p that yeanpfai^pf these individuals had applied to 
medical school* previously. A GPAVMCAT profile 
for these "in-phase" applicants is presenteii in Figure 

* 7. (The first data on in-phase applicants appeared in 
the 1975-76 study.) As mentioned earlier, thfe-chance 
of gaining admission was substantially higher for this 

* gr^p than that reporttkl for the entire pool. Whereas 
only* one m three of the latter group have been 
.accepted in recent years, almost one in two of in-phase 
applicants (47 percent) were accepted to the* 1976-77 
first-year class. When^this comparison is limited to 
applicants with GPA's of 3 .,00 or^ffiore'and with 

. Science MCAPs above 500, 50 percent of all appli- 
cants and percent of in-phase candidates were 

* accepted^ . - 1 



\ B. , Socioeconomic Background q ^ 
-of Applicants • 

Parental Income ^ 1 

'The high positive relationship between the parental 
['^income of an applicant and his academic -achieve* 
ment,- which £meq>es from Ae daja for recent medical 
school applicant pools, reflects not oniy the limited ~ 
access to quality education imposed by financial jm- , 
pediments but "also .the negative effects (on academic 
achievement) resulting from the part-time employ- 
ment ^necessary for many cdlege students from le$s . 

"affluent backgrounds^ Due to the importance of aca- - 
demicTcredfentials* in the admissions process, this in 
turn produces a parallel relationship between eccH 

' no'mic background, the decision to apply to medical 
school, and the chances of getting accepted to madical 
school. - " 

D$ta presented in Table summarize responses to v 
the item on the questionnaire accompanying the 
MCAT which asks^examinees to .estimate and indie* 
ate their parents' combined gross annual income for 
the' previous year. Of those ^2,155 in' the 1976-77 
applicant pool, 30,164, or 72 percent had taken the 
MCAT in 1975 and, therefore, gave estimates^of 
parents' gross earnings for 1974. Applicants whcjjteofc 
the MCAT in other years — some in 1 1970 or,earfiei*— 
are excluded from the tyr&ent analysis. , Similarly,' 



MCAT 



■1 



Table 23 . 

Scores and Undergraduate ^College Grades (pPA) gf Applicants 
Parental income, 1976-77 First- Year Class*. - 




\ Parental 

Less than w 
55,000-- 9,999^)^ 

' $12,000 - 14,999 
$15,000 - 19,999 
520,000 - 24,999 
S&000 - 49,999 . 
$50,000 or more * 
No Response 
TotaI§ • ' 



Applicant Pool 



* Numbtr Percent 



1,455 
2.816 
2,491 

' 3,576 . 
4,761 
4,74* 
6,527 
3,297 
493 

*30rl64 



4.8 

C 8.3> 
11.9 
15.8 
157 
. 21.6 
lb.9 
1.6 
100.0 



Mean MCAT Scorest 



VA' XJA t Gen 



494 
.514 
526 
532 
546 
547 
55* 
557 
'558 

mo 



prade 
. . fc Point 
# Sci ^ ^Average' 



^Percent 
Accepted 



542 


489 


5J6 


. 3, 10 


32.8 * 


562 


M06 
517* 


541 . 




36.7 


579 


-558 




* 39.1 


589 


522- 1 


567 N 


3.32 f • 


v 39.7 


-599 


528 ' 


578 


3.35 ' 


42.9 


607 


533 • 


584 


; 3.35 9 


44.5 


614 


541 


590 


3.34 , 


• ^46.9 


608 


_ 540 * 


*587 I 


3.28 


49.2 


598 


540 


575 


3.20 - ' 




595 


■ 527.^ 


573 







• Includes onjy those applicants to the 1976-77 first-year class who took the MCAT in 1975—ppproximately 72 percent of the entire pool of* 
42,155. Incomes reported are fprlV74. /? n * * 



f VA'ssTerbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, Gens*Gen%al Information, andSci = Science.* 
, § The median parental income was SI 9,700 (roundel* to the nearj»t hundr^d^ 



m income data for the 1975-76 pool, used in com'pari- 

* .$ons; are limited tlNht 73 percent of that pool who 
took the MCAT in 1974, therebyo-eporting incomes 
for .1973. , This has been done so that control for 
inflation (fronv!973 to 1974) may be exercised when 
making comparisons. All referencesJbelow to the two 
applicant pools are* to these respective subpopilla- 
tions. (Medians are' calculated from frequency distri- 
butions simitar tathat'giyen in Table 23.) 
. * The median parental income for* applicants to the* 
0 1976-77 first-year class' was •$19,700, compared with, 
° a median of $18,400 for the 1975-76 pool. The $1,300 
difference amounted to a 7. 1 percent increase over the 

^ previous year, which is* identical to the rise in the 
median. income for all U.S. families from 1973 to 
1974.*, (As explained in the previous paragraph, these 
are the years for which parental incomes were actu- 
ally reported by applicants.) 

The* distribution by parental income of the 1975 
examinees in the 1976-77 applicant pool is shown in 
Table 23, along with the mean MCAT scores and § 
GPAs of applicants in each parental income category. 
Except for the $50,000 or more" category, a^ositive 

X relationship is -apparent between parental income and 
both the applicants' MCAT scores and GPAs. Mean 
MCAT Science scores, for example, rise from 516 for 
the lowest income ihterval to 590 for applicants with 
parental Incomes of from $25,000 to $49,'99& It is not 
surprising, therefore, that acceptance rates increased 
.with each increment of parental income, ranging from 
32.8 percent for applicants with parental incomes of 
, less than $5,000 to 492 percent for those with paren- 
tal incomes of $50,000 or more. 

Reflecting this greater acceptance success for stu- 
dents from^higher income backgrounds, the median 
. parental income for acceptees ($21,000) was 51,300 
greater than the corresponding' median <ior the total 

+ applicant pool and $2*300 mpr^jhatf $18,700 
median for nonacceptee^JJbe -median parental in- 
come .reported for thosfc accepted from the 1975-76 
ppol was $19,700. , , - '1 

• The^median parental income for wdmen in the 
1976-77 appli<5aiitV>ol was slightly lrWer than that 



for men— $19,360 and $19,800, respectively^ This 
$500 difference in medians compares with a similar 
one of only $200 for the previous year's pool. Among 
acc^pt^l studenjts for 1976^77, the parental income 
for women was $20,600 and for men, $21,100. These** 
slightly lower medians for women applicants are 
probably due in part to the fact that underrepresented 
minority "applicants accmit for a larger portion of 
women than men. The n^eaiaiv computed for the total 
of * these minority applicants was $11,300 for 
1976-77, compared with one of * $2 1,000 for 
white/Caucasians. 

Although the findings summarized in this section 
indicate that the chances of getting into medical 
school are positively associated with the economic 
backgrounds of applicants, it is important to note that 
this association is not unique to medical school admis- 
sions but is part of a process operating throughout the 
education system. While the median income for all 
U.S. families was $12,900 for 1974, the comparable 
figure for families of third- and fourth-year college 
students was $17,900 and for families of medical 
school applicants, $19;700. A recent AAMC study on 
this subject concludes that family incDme levels of 
those accepted to medical School "are preordained 
more by the family income levels of those who reach 
the educational level of the third and fourth year of 
college and those who apply to medical school than by 
the selection criteria of the medical school. n § 

2. Parents 9 Occupations * 
Table 24 presents a distribution of applicants to the 
1976-77 first-year class by father's occupation. Since 
the various occupational categories presented here 
may be defined, Uncertain extent, in terms of general 
income ranges, data for thS variable are similar to 
those for parental incomes. The majority of the appli- 
cant pool (58.9 perp^n^ -compared with 58.Q percent 
for the previous year) had fathers who either were in 
the professions (including physicians) rjr weje owners; 
managers, and administrators (non-farm), itefteettng 
these higher sobioecooomic backgrounds, applicants 



-* The median income foratll U.S. families increased from $12,051 
for 1973 to $11902 for 1974. These data appear in Table 3 of US 
Biireau 4>f Census, Current Population R*porh>£cT\es P-60, No. 

J03, "Money Income and Poverty Status of Farmland Persons in 
the United States: 1975 an8 1974 Revisions (Advance Report)" 
<U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C , 1^6). 



t A test for significance conducted on a crosstabulation flf 1976-77 
applicants by gender and parental income (categorized as "atwve 
$19,700" and "less than or equal to $19,700) indicated that the 
diftererice in parental income between men and women applicants 
was significant at the 05 level but not at the .02 level. 

§ R J Boerner,, 'iFamlly Income of Medical School Applicants 
and Acceptees and^ojlege St udents," Journal of Medical Educa- 
tion, 52.948-949, 1977. " • * 
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ERIC 
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4fe 



1 



in this^roup presented the. highest academic creden- 
m tiais and experienced an acceptance Tate of 40 percent, 
which was significant!^ higher than the 33 percent 
acceptance rate for the remainder of the applicant 

pool - ;■ 

The. distributions of father's occupation for men 
and- women applicants in the. 1976-77 pool were 
highly similar, except for two occupation categories 
(Table 25). Woirien were more apt tQ have fathers in ■ 
"other professions" (26.6 percent of all women, com- 
, pared with 1 1 .2 percent of men) and ^vere slightly less 
likely tfcan men tQ have fathers who were owners, 
managers, and administrators (2 L7 percent of women 
versus 25.5 percent of n*en). . * 

Comparative distributions of father's occupations 
fof racial/ethnic groups reflect the substanjial differ- 
ence in median parental incomes observed In the 
previous section. As shown in Table 25, approxi- 
mately 31 percent of all applicants from underrepre- 
sented minorities— as compared with 63 percent of 
white/Caucasian applicants— had fathers who were 
professionals or owners, managers, and administra- 
tors. On the, other hand, 34 percent of the fathers of " 
minority applicants were in the craftsman and un- 
skilled laborer categories, as opposed to only 12 
percent of whites. 



Closely associated with' occupation, the level of* 
^pducation completed by "the fathers of 1976-77 appli- 
cants further confirmed the trend over recent years of 
higher socioeconomic backgrounds for applicants^ 
medical school. While only 40 percent of applicants to ' 
the 1972-73 first-year class had fathers who n&d-^ 
completed college (and only 26-percent had graduate 
or professional training), among fathers of applicants — 
to the 1976-77 medical school freshman class, 51 . 
percen^had at least a baccalaureate, and 33 percent 
had graduate or professional training. (Complete 
on the academic ability and acceptance success of % 
1976-77 applicants by father's education are given in 
Appendix Table A-5.) > . x 

A relationship similar to that observed between ; 
academic achievemenfand father's occupation is also * 
apparent for mother's occupation — that is* applicants 
with mothers in the professions' generally have the 
highest MCAT scores and experienced a high rate of 
acceptance. The acceptance rate was 46 percent (155 
of 337) for those few applicants whose mothers- were 
physicians and 44 percent (2,l£7.of 4,993) if their 
mothers were in other professions. These jvere fol- 
lowed by an acceptance rate of 39 perefnt for appli- 
cants whose mothers were homemakers. (See Appen- 
dix Table A-6 for complete data on academic ability 



JjMt 24 • : 

MCAT Scores and Undergnufiiate College Grades (GPA) of. Applicants 
by Father's Occupation, 1976-77 Fyst-Year Class* 



.Applicant Pool 



Mean MCAT Scorest 



Grade 

















Point 


Percent 


Father's Occupation 


Number 


Percent, 


VA 


QA- 


Gen 


Sci 


Average 


* Accepted 


Physician * 


4,972 


11.8 


' 553 


595 


537 


581 


3.23 s 


43!6 ♦ 


Other Health Occupation 


1,859 


4.4 


- 541 


591 \ 


531 


5?5 


3.28 


39.2 


Other Profession 


9.456../, 


22.4 


555 


606 


539 


586 


3.32 


41.3 


Owner, Manager, Administrator * 


















(Non-Farm) 


10,259 


24.6 


547 


603 


534 


(58L 


3.31 


37.8 


Clerical or Sales Worker 


2,221 




539 


591 


530 


- 572 


3.28 " - 


33.6- 


Craftsman, Skilled Worker 


3,954. 


9.4 


525 


575 


\514 


. 561 


3.24 v 


J 32.0 


Unskilled Workers, Laborers 
















Private Household Worker 


















(Non-Farm) 


1,822 


4.3 


497 


546 


492 




3.11 . 


. 35.1 ' 


Farmer, Farm Worker 


1,191 


2.8 


504 


560 


498 


54T 


'-J 3.28 


* 37.5 


Homemaker 


91 


0.2 " 


511* 


350 


506 


^523 


3.06 - 


15,4 - 


Other **" - 


' 4,849 


11.5 


525 


^575 




557 


3.24 


" 34.3 


# *'No^ Response 


1,3*1 m 


3.3 


536 


566 


528 


X 548 


102 * 


20.8. 


"Total * 


] 42.155 ' 


100.0 


^540 


591* 


528 


573 


3.27 


37.4 1 



* Number with MCA^scores - 4 1,282; number with known^PAs - 37,239. % 

f VA= Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, Gen m General Information, and Sci = Science 
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* Table 25 * 
^Comparative Distributions of Fathcr's 'Occupatiori'fQr Men and* Women Applicants 
and for White/Caucasian and Underrepresented Minority Applicants 
to the 197&-77 First-Year Opss 



Fathers Occupation 
Physician 

Other Health Occupation 

OtheV Profession 

Owner, Manager, Administrator 
(tfon-Farm)* 

Clerical or Sales Worker 
"'Craftsman, Skilled Worker 

Unskilled Workers, Laborers 
Private Household Worker 
* (Non-Farm) 

Fanner, Farm Worker 

Homemaker * 

Other 

No Response 
. Total \ ' 



All 




f 


White/ 


- ADnlic&nts 


men 


women 


Caucasian 


11.8 • 




\ 1ft Q 


12.7 


44 




' J.O 


- 4.5 


22.4^ 


21.2 


26.4 


23.6 






' , 21.7 


26.6 


°-5.3 


5.6 


4.3 ^ 


5.4' 


* 9.4 


9.2 


9.9 


9.2 




. 4 -l * 


4.9 


2.9 


1 2.8 


2.8 


r 2 9 -.. , 


2.8* * 




.2 


.2 


.2 - 




11.5 


"11.5 " 


. io:? 


x 3.3 * 


3.2 


3.5 




1D0.0 


100.0 . 


100.0 


* 100.0 


(N =41155) 


(N=31,9U) 


(N= 10,244) 


(N= 33,665) 



Under- 
represented 
Minorities* 

5.8 * 

* 4.2' 
14.7 
10.3 

4.5 

14.9 * 
18.9 • 



3.9 

• .4 
18.6 

3.8 
• 100.0 
(N=3,323) 



* Includes black Americans, American Indians, Mexican Americans, and mainland Puerto Ricans. 



and acceptance success by mother's occupation.) 
However, womai applicants were less likely #ian men 
to have mothers who» were homemakers^ 44 percent 
of women and 49 gprcent of mfen. The difference in 
the proportion of applicants' giving their mother's 
occupation as homemaker was even more pronotlnced 
for * racial/ethnic groups — 52 percent 'for 
white/Caucasians and only 33 percent for applttants 
from underrepresented minorities. 



E. Career Plans of Applicants 

The data appearing in this section, and in the accom- 
panying discussion, describe thuypes of careers envk 
stoned fcy thostf seeking admission to the 1976-77 
medical school freshman class. It shpuld he stressed 
that these! data reflect tentative ^ktis-rather than 
actual career choices, although th^y do provide an " 
index— wheij compared with' similar data for previous 
applicant pools — of general trends among applicants 
regarding their interest in the major medical career 



. options* For those accepted, these career plans, ex- 
• pressed by the majority of applicants a year before 
they even filed an, application, are subject to change 
during the medical school years. However, they jlo 
have some validity as predictors of the type of practice 
the individual will eventually choose. A sti/dy re- 
cently completed by the AAMC* found, for example, 
that; among 1976 graduates from medical school, 7ti 
percent of those who, as applicants, had stated plans 
for primary care practice (rather than a referral prac- 
tice) entered first-year residencies- in a primary care, 
field at graduation. 

1. General Career Activity Plans \k- * 
The distribution of 1976-77 applicants^ general 
caira activity j)lans, given in Table 26, summarizes 
r<9ffensfcs^£e question regarding the type of activ- 
ity "to which you plan to devote the majority of your 
medical ^career/' Although differences between this 
distribution and that for the previous, year were mi-* 
nor, the slight increase in the proportion expressing a 



* J. M. Cuca, Career Choices of the 1976 Graduates of U.S. 
Medical Schook (Washington, D.C.:, Association of American 
Medical Colleges, 1977). 



preference for general/primary care practice*-rfrom 
||J * percent for '1975-76 ta 42.7 ^percent for 
t976-77-^ntinued the ' trend for, recent applicant 
pools. (The proportion of applicants interested in this 
type career was only 27 percent for 1973-74 but rose 
to 38 percent for the 1974-75 ^ool.) On fhe other 
hand, the proportion of applicants preferring straight 
specialty practices continued to fall — from 24.9 per- 
cent for 1975-76 to 23*7 percent for 1976-77. 

As witft the previous year's applicants, those who 
were undecided about this aspect of their career , 
achieved the highest mean scores on each of the. 
MCAT subtests'aad the highest jnean GPA. Among # 
.applicants expressing a preference/ those preferring 
research and/or teaching jichfeved the highest mean . 
MCAT scores on the Quantitative Ability and Science 
subtests, while those planning to combine these activi- 
ties with specialty practice presented the highest 
scores on^ Verbal Ability and General Information 
and the highest .mean GPA* (Additional d$x on 
applicants by general careei^tivdty plans are given in 
Appendix Table A-7.) 



• This category was 'changed from "General Practice" to 
"General/Primary Care Practice" beginning with the 197^ MCAT 
questionnaire. The latter term hasjbeen employed throughout this 
study to avoid confusion with the .now obsolete cbncept of "general 
practitioner" It may t be assumed that applicants indicating this 
option as* their "major career activity" fire anticipating careers in 
"first-contact" specialties such as family prsfcttce, general internal 
medicine, and general pediatrics. 




2; Specialization Plans . 

The specialty preferences of applicants to the 1976-77 N 
first-year class (Table 27) continued to show a growth 
in the relative number interested in family practice, 
the 30 percent for 1 976-77 comparing with 28 percent 
for 1975-76! Following in popiftarity were surgery or 
surgj^^^ubspecialty t (13 percent), pediatrics (7 
perce^Hmd internal Vnedicine (6 percent). When 
preferences for the primary care specialties are com- 
bined (i.e., family practice, internal medicine, and 
pediatrics), they accounted for 44 percent of all appli- 
cants. Eliminating "No Responses" and "Undecid- 
eds," these three specialties were preferred by 52 
percent of applicants. If "do not plan to specialize" is 
interpreted to mean careers as first-contact physicians 
and is therefore included with the primary care*spe- 
cialties, 48 percent of all applicants and 57 percent of 
those having decided were planning primary care 
careers. ' , ■ e . 

Of those indicating a specialty, applicants attracted 
to basic^nedjc^l science, as a group, scored highest on 
the,Quanfitativ^ Ability and Science subtests of the£ 
MCXT and presented the highest mean GPA. Appli- 
cants planning careers in psychiatry had the highest 
scores on Verbal Ability and General Information, 
Those preferring obstetrics/gynecology had the least 
outstanding academic credentials. (For additional 
data on specialization plans and related academic 
ability, see Appendix T&ble A$.) 

Separate distributions of specially plans foremen 



* - Table 26 

MGAT Scores* and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of Applicants by 
^ General Career Activity Plans, 1976-^77 First- Year Class* 





Applicant Pool - 


Mear 


MCAT Scorest 


Grade 


General Career s 








WSJ 






Point 


Activity Plans * v 


1 No t * 


Percent 


VA 


QA" 


Gen 


Sci^ 


Average 


General/Primary Care* Practice 


J7.997 


-» & 
42.7" 


535 ■ 


582 


525 


568 


3.2* 


Special ty x Practice * j 


9.980 ^ 


-23.7 


532 


a 


521 


560. 




Research and/or Teaching 


. 1,442 


\ 3.4 


543 




535 


593 


3.29 


Ccmbi nation of Specialty 


t 




i 










Practice, Kesearcfi, and/or* . 
















Teaching * 


* 6,510 


15 4 •> 


553 


610 


537 


589 


3.31-* 


Other * 


936 , 


. 2.2 % ■ 


539 


585 


527- 


563 


. * 3M9 ' 


Undecided 


4,187 


9.9 . 


562 




542 


597 


3.38 


No Response s 


1,103 * ' 


i 26 


544 


574 


538 


553 


X v r 3.03' 


Total* ' 


42,1*5* 


|od.o 


540 ■ 


591 * 


5?8 


573 


' 3.27 



* Number with MCAT scores -4 1.282; number witjh known GPAs- 37.239. 
f VA = Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, Gen = General Information, and Sci=Scia 





Table 27. • 

MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) )t of Applicants by 
% Specialization Plans, 1976-77 First- Yea* Class 





Applicant *1Poo1 o 


Mean MCAT Scoresf 


' Grade 
















. Point 


Specialization Plans 


WO. 


Percent 


VA 


QA 


Gen. 


Sci 


'. Average 


• ; *% % Basfc Medical Science 




2.1 \ 


552 


tin 


540 


598 


.3.29 


Cv "*"¥ Family Practice 


1 2J 34 


in i 

30.2 


538 


582 


526 


'569 , 


,3.25 


Internal Medicine 




• 6.3 * 


548 


596 


534 


583 


3.25 


Obstetrics/Gynecology . ;i 


^1,235 * 


2.9 


511 


* 548 


, 503 


523 • 


3.16* ' 


Pediatrics 




7.4 « 


523 


5oU 


' 516 


553 


3.^6 


Psychiatry 


1 225 * 


-2.9 


568 


588, 


553 


568 


. 3.2S „ 


Public Health, Community 














Medicine 


1,686 


. 4.0 




576 


535 


560, 


3.18 


4 '.^g& Surgery or Surgical Specialty 


3,660 


13.4 


5$ 


589 


514 


567 


3.25* . * 


^ Other Known Specialty 


MM 


3.8 


555 


607 


540 


587 


' 3.27 


' Plan to Specialize, Area ' 










* 






Unknown 


3,178 


7.5 


552 


614 


536 


589 


' 3.*38 ' 


Do Not Plan to Specialize % 


1,698 


4.0 


531 


586 


520 


567 • 


3.25 


Undecided 


5,293 


12.6 


. 560* 


617 


. 541 


598 


3.38 


# ,< .No Response 


1,135 


■ 27 S 


539 


573 


534 


549* 


3.04 - 


Total * , 


42,155 


100.0 ] 


540 ' 


$91 


528 


573 


3.27 



* Number with MCAT scores -41, 282Tnumber with known GPAs- 37,239. 

t VX= Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, Gen - General Information, and Sci Science. *v 




and women applicants (not reported in tabular form) 
revealed that a larger proportion of women applicants 
preferred • obstetrics/gyneoology (6.5 percent of 
women versus* 1.7 percenj of men) and pediatrics 
(11.6 percent of women Versus 6.1 percent of men). 
Women were also more apt to indicate an interest in 
public health/community medicine (6.1 percent ver- 
sus 3.3 percent). <5n the other hand, the 31.6 percent 
of all men preferring family, practice compared "with 
25.7 percent of all women. MA were also more likely 
to state a preference for surgical Specialties than were 
woitfeii^appficainV^lS.l percent and .8.0 percent, 
respectively. - ' • -v 

,3* Expected Character of Medical Practice . 

The distribution of 1976-77 applicants by the basic 
character or structure of their anticipated medical 
practices, given in Table 28T, was essentially the same 
as for the previous year's pooL Hospital-based group 
practice^ continuing to be the most* popular, was the 
preference of 21 percent "of applicants, while indus- 
trial medicine and medical administration, together, 
were thy references of less than one percent of the 
pool(99.applicants). 

Amdng applicants^tating a preference with regard 
to thi£ aspect of their career, those foreseeing a career 



devofed fullnime to teaching and/or research had the 
higfrret mean scofcs on all fout MCAT subtests and 
the highest mean GPA. A preference for medical 

* administration, on the other, hand, was least asso- 
ciated withfhigh academic ability, although the small 
number of applicants in this group precludes any 
definite conclusions. (Additional information on 

976^-77 applicants by expected character <5T medical 
practice is given in Appendix Table A-9.) 
» Cbmparispns by gender revealed that women were 
more apt to be planning hospital-based group prac- 

• tices (29 percent of Women applicants versus 19 
percent of men) and careers* in public health (11 
percent versus 5 percent). The relatively^egular hours 
in these types ofliureer^may be .a plus factor for 
women anticipating familial obligations. 

4. fCxpected Location of Medical Pr^tice 
' In light' of the problem of geogApbJfcbldistribution 

of physician manpower in the UnitecF States, major 4 
efforts have been m^rfa^in recent years to encourage 
physicians to establish practices in medically under- 
served areas, the majority of which are rural. When 
applicants to, the 1976-77 first+year class were asked! 
to indicate the type of geographic area in vttiich thej^ 
planned tV practice medicine, 52 percent of thx^e 



36 
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45 



i 



responding foresaw locatin^in areas witli populations 
of 50,000 or }ess (Talbfe 29), Of special interest,, 
however, was the 15 percent of respondents desiring, 
;^pMte in very qjral areas— i;e^ areas with popula- 
* tionsoflesstharf 2,500. ' . * 



Table 29 shows that the relationship between the 
population size of the practice location preferred and 
.-the applicant's academic ability is generally a poftivtT: J 
one. MCAT Science scores, for example, rangecf Jifom 
566 for applicants planning small-town prides to 



• . " Table 28 , 

MCAT Scores and Undergraduate <*>llege Grades (GPA) of Applicants by 
Expected Character of Medical Practice; 1976-77 First-Year Class* " ' 





Applicant Pool 


' Mean MCAT Scoresf 


Grade 


Expected Character of S 
k • ; Medical Practice 














Point 


No. 


„ Percent 


VA 


QA 


Gen * 


Sci 


Average 


• Individual 


7,799 


18.5 , 


A 534 


584 


525 


56$ 


3.24 


* Partnership 


7,564 


17.9 


^1530 


583 , 


519 


567 


3.27 


> Private Group 


4,346 


10.3 


551 


596 . 


533 ^579 , 


3 29 


•* Hospital Based Group 


• 9,038 


21.4 


535 


589 


523 


568 


V^3.26 


' Fuji-Time Teaching 
















* and/or Research' ' 


1,590 


3.8 


554 


618 


541 


60Q * 


3.30 


hiblic^ealth; 2 


2,774 


6.6 • 


539 


572 


528 


552 


3.20 


Industrial 


02 


0.1 


536 


599 


&7 


560 


' 3.05 


Medical Administration 


77 


0.2 


519 


546 


512 


520 


3.05 


Other edical ^Practice 


<754 


1.8 . 


555 


594 


544 


575 • 


3.24 


UndectdecL 


7,046 


16.7 


556 


610 • 


540 


592 


3.34* 


No Response ' 1 


J, 145 


2.7 


539 


569 


534 v 


547 • 


3 03 


^ Total 


'42,155 


10O.0 


' 540 


591 


528 


573 


3.27 



* dumber with MCAf scores - 41,282; number wit known GPAs- 37,239. 
3%f VA = Verbal Ability, C}A ^Quantitative Ability, Gen = General Information, and Sci —Science. 




• y Table 29 - % . . , . 

MCAT Scores and Undergraduate CoUege Grades (GPA) of Applicants by 
* . Expected Location of Medical Practicc\ 1976-77 First- Year Class* 



Expected Location .of ' 
* Medical Practice 

j^mall town (less than 2^00).. 
'Wrnall city (2,500 t^SO.OOO) V' 
^Moderate-sized 7dt^ 

(50,000 to 500,000) . 
Large city (500,000 pr.more) 
Suburb qf a large city - 
No Response§ ' 
Total , • /. 



Applicant Pooi 

^ : 



No/ 

5,793 
13,997 

10,682 
6,061 
1,812 
3,810 

42,155 



Percent 

13.7' 
33.2 

25.3 
14.4 
„ 4.3 

' 

1<XH) 



Mean MCAT Sco'resf 


Grade 








Point 


$ QA 


Gen 


Sci 


Average 


533 . 576 


524* 


566 


• 3.25 


535 588 


"523 


♦571 


3.30 


542 597 


527 


■5*4' 


3.30 


553-^599 


539 


•579 


r 3.24 


548 621 


53jp # 


592 


3,34 


544 579 # 


540 


566 


3.07 


,540 591' 


528 


573 


3.27 



Number with MCAT scores - 4*1 ,282; number with knownGPAs- 37;23*f 
J VA = Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, Gen = General "informatHHipiid Sci = Science. 
§ The. question on "expected location of medical practice 1 * was added to the MCAT questionnaire in 1974. The 
proportion of no responses is higfrsince some applicantf/ook the testgtrior to that year. 



579 for those preferring ta locate in .large cities. 
Partially due to the role of academic ability in the 
selection-process, the chances of acceptance were 34 
percent for the. former group and 44 percent for the 
latter (see Appendix Table A-10). „ 

.The ikjsitive relationship between applicants' antic- 
ipated practite locations and their academic perfor- 
mance is similar to, though less pronounced than, that 



observed in the earlier discussion of size of hometown. 
As illustrated in Table 30, tthis similarity stems, in' 
part, from the fact that applicants generally foresee 
returning to practice in areas similar ^tb their own 
hometowns. For those accepted, the stability of this 
location preference ma'y depend on the location of the 
medical school and the residency program and the 
stability of the initial specialty interest." 



^ Table % 30 * 

Expected Location of Medical Practice Distributed by Size of Hometown 

* of Applicants to the 1976-77 First-Year Class* 
* ' * * ■ 

; _i Percentage Distribution by 

1 ' Expected Location^ of Medical Practice 



Size of Hometown 
""On a' farm 

Small town (less than 2,500) 
Small city (2,500 to 50,000) 
Moderate-sized city 

(50,000 t6 500,000) 
Large city (500,000 or more)' 
Suburb of a large city 
Total ' 



Number 
'Responding 

1,509 
3,056 
11,171 

^8.912 i 
7,114, 
* 6,426 rt. 
38;i88 



Small Small Moderate- Large Suburb of 



Town 


V 


City 


sized City 


Oty 


Large qiiy 


Total 


38.7 




44.l' 


13.0 


3.2 


1.0 


100.0 


41.5 


f 


37.1 


14.2 


5.3 


1.7 


,100.0 


14 7' 




58.2 


49.6 , 


. 5.7 


• 1.8 


100.0. 


' io.£ 


28.6 


,49.4 


9.4 


2.3 


100.0 


7.9 




18.8 


25.9 


43.2 


4*; 


loo.a 


12.3, 






24.6 


19.7 


-16.1 


100.0 


15.1 




36.5 


27.9 


15.8 




100.0 



* Excludes 3 ,'967 applicants with "no response" to either question on expected location of medical praciice'or size of 
* hom<town. ' * * « 



IV* SUMMARY 



The previous section presented a comprehensive de- 
• scription of the composition of the total pool of 42, 1 55 
s applicants 46 the 1976^77 ? freshman medical school, 
✓-class. Comparisons ^ith previous applicant pools 
revealed a number of significant trends with regard to 
who applie<|.to medical school and whit their chances 
1 of being admitted were in 1976. From theoata actti- 
* ally presented snd discussed and from tjje results that 
-Were reported on additional analyses, a number of 
«. significant findings emerge. These major findings are 
summarized below for each of the major subdivisions 
of Section III. 



A Application Activity 

1. The size of thl^ applicant pool for 1976-77 
(42,155) was 1$8 less than the previous year's pool (a 
relative decline of .3 percent), thereby continuing the 
slight downward trend initiated with fhe 1975-76 
pool: . 

2. The number of applicants accepted increased by 
409 (from 15,365 for 1975^76 toQ5,774 for 1976-77) 
Tor a relative growth of 2.7 percent. This iribrease and 
\he modest decline in the size of the applicant pool 
resulted in a slightly better acceptance fate for, 
1976tJ7 applicants — 37.4 percent, compared with} 
36. 3 percent for, the previous year. 

3. The number of applications* filed continued to 
increase; however, going from 8.65 per applicant in 
1975-76 to 8.83 for 1976-77. The tptal number of 
applications filed for 1976-77 was 372,282. 

4. The Early Decision Plan (EDP) was utilized by 
over 2,100 applicants, with l^percent receiving an 

. early acceptance. Most of those not accepted through 
EDP went on to apply through regular channels and 
experienced an acceptance rate of 45 percent. 

5. Repeat applicants (those appearing in either or 
both of the two previous ^applicant p6ols) accounted 
for 33 percent of the 1976-77 applicant pool and, as in 
past years, were less successful in gaining admission. 

\ The acceptance /ate lor* repeaters was 31' percei\J, 
compared with 41 percent for first-time applicants. 

6. Undergraduate college seniors applying to medi-* 
cal school for the first time accounted for only 40 
percent of the total pool. However, acceptance suc- 
cess for these "in-phase" applicants W4S 47 percent, iri 



contrast to a 31 percent acceptance rate for all other 
applicants- - N * 

1. The number of first-year -places available for 
:wly-entering. medical students increased by 372- 



ne 1 



from 14,910 in 1975-76 to 15,282 in 1976-71 The 
opening of two new medical schools accounted for '63 
of these additional first-ye^r plac&r 31 at the Uni- 
formed Services Sjphool of the Health Sciences and 32 
at Wright StateJUniversUy. , \ 

B. % DemVgraphic Characteristics 
of Applicants 

1. The decline in the proportion of applicants below 
age, 24 and & resulting slight increase in mean age for 
,the total pool, observed in the 1975-76 study, contin- 
ued for 19,76-r77. (Ages of applicants are as of the time 
they would be entering medical school.) The mean age' 
for appli<jants increased from 24.1 to 24^2 years. For 
acceptees,' the riSean age for both years was 23.Q- 

2. The number of women applying to medical 
school, a recQrd high of 10,>244, Was- 669 greater than 
for the previous year. This annual Increase of 7 
percent compared with one of 10 percent for 1975-76. 
Wor^who had accounted for 22.fr percent of the 

^{975^76 ^kk>1, represented 24.3 percenj of all 19,76-77 
applicants and made similar gains among accepted 
applicants — fronv 23.6 percent to 24.7 percent. The 
acceptance rate for women continued to, be slightly 
higher, than that for men — 38.3 perc&t and 37.1 
percent, respectively. * 

3. The number of applicants from underrepresented 
minorities (i.e., black Americans, American Indians, 

' Mexican Americans/ and mainland Puerto Ricans), 
which had declined slightly for 1975-76,-increased for 
1976-77 40*3,323, The slight drop for the previous 

. year corresponded with a greater^fluctuation in. the 
number of black freshmen enrolling in the nation's 
colleges4bur7feai$ earlier — the potential pool'of black 
applicants. The 1,313 minority applicants accepted to» 
the 197^6-77 first-year class reflected an acceptance 

" rate of 39.5*f5ercent (cpmpared with 37.4 percent for 
the total pool)— slightly lower than the 42.9 percent 
acceptance rate expejienced by these applicants the 
prevfous year. • . , 

4. Data on the size of hpmetownr of applicants, 
included for the, first time in the /applicant study 



series,„show that 41 percent of those responding were 
from hometowns of 50,000 or less populations. Ac- * 
ceptance success was found to QpvSiry with hometown 
population: approximately 35.7 percent of those from 
small towns (population of less than 2,50Q) were . 

, accepted, compared with 38.2*|>ercent of those from 
cities with populations of 500,000 or more and 43.2' 

• percent for those from suburbs of such cities. v 
5. The number of .foreign citizens actually enrolled 
in first-year classes has remained rather stable over 
the past few years. Applicant data by citizenship 

m (appearing for the first time) show that approximately 
1,300 foreign citizens sought admission to U.S. medi- 
cal school freshman classes. These accounted for 
approximately 3 percent of the total pool and, as a 
group, experienced an acceptance rate of 20 percent. 

v The three countries supplying more than a hundred * 
applicants were Nigeria (141), Hong Kong $36), and 
Canada(132), 

C Academic Background 
" of Applicants 

1. The majority of applicants for 1976-77 had or 
expected to receive bachelor's degree (85 percent) and 
over half (57 percent) had majored in either biology, 

' cheniistry, or zoology. Of those at the bachelor's 
degng||level, 41 percent were successful in getting 
admitted, compared with acceptance rates of 27 j>^r- 
cent for applicants at t]ie*n,aster*s level and 16 percent 
for those at the doctoral level. As with previous pools, 
acceptance success was not strongly related to under- 
graduate major, • 

2. Regarding the academic ability of applicants (as 
measured ^ MCAT scores and 0 undergraduate 
GPAs), the annual increases observed in the past 
continued^ for 1976-77. When the pool was subdi- 
vided • * by , racial/ethnic self-description^ 
white/Caucasians and OrientaLAmencans continued 
to present the most outstanding academic records. 
Analysis by size of hometown revealed that academic 

^ .ability (and acceptance rates) were positively related 
to hometown population. 



D. 



Socioeconomic- Background 
of Applicants 



\. The increase ovef the previous year in the median 
parental income of appjicanjsao medical school ,was <* 
7.1 percent— from $18,400 for 1975-76 to $19,700for 



1976-77. (As explained in the discussion ofparents* 
income, these median incomes are for 1973 and ,1974, 
respectively.) This paralleled the 7.1 percent increase 
in median jneome for all U.S. families. The median for 
women applicants ($19,300) was slightly lower than 
that for men ($19,800). Jiowever, for racial/ethnic 
groups, the difference was more substantial — $1 1,300 
for underrepresented minority applicants and $21, "000 
for white/Caucasians.. For the total pool, a high 
positive relationship existed between parents.' incomt^ 
academic achievement, and acceptance success. 

2. Findings on parental occupations reflected those 
for parental / incomes. Sixty-three percent of 
white/Caucasians, as opposed to 31 percent of under- 
represented, minority applicants, had fathers who 
were professionals (including physicians) or owners, 
manager^, and afrminfstratdrs. 

3. Thd proportion indicating "homemaker" a$ their 
mothers occupation (48 percent for the total pool) 
was slightly lower for/wom6n applicants (44 percent)* 
thai/ men, (49 pefcqent). The* proportion of 
white/Caucasians, with mothers as homemakers was 
5/' percent; for minority applicants, 33 percent.^ 

E Career Plans of Applicants .« ♦ 

1. The most noteworthy finding with regard jto the, 
career aspirations,of 1976-77 applicants was the con- 
tinued increase in the proportion planning on 
general/primar$care practice as their "major career 
activity" {as opposed to specialty practice, research 
and/or teaching* administration, etc.). Only 27 per- 
cent for the 1973-74 applicant pool, the proportion 
planning oh general practice careers increased from 
'41 percent in 1975-7& to 43 percent for 1976-77. 

2. With regard to actual specialty, 52 percent (of 
those respondents having decided) foresaw entering 

- one of the "primary care" fields — i.e., family medi* 
cine, internal medicine, or pediatrics. 

3. Fifty-two percent of those responding anticipated 
establishing practices in areas with pepultions of 
50,000 or less. Of special interest, however, was the 15 

• percent planning to locate in very rural areas (popul- 
ations of less than 2,500). Additional analysis^of these 

* location preference* revealed thai applicants gener- 
ally planned to practice in'aVeas similar to their own 
hometowns. 
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GLOSSARY ' 



ACCEPTEE 

% An applicant accepted for admission at(one or more medical schooli^The term ifc limited to this sense 
and does- not indicate that the applicant -^ctually matriculated. Acceptees actually enrolling are 
referred to as "new entrants." \ 



*V3 



APPUCANT ' * * 5 

The formal definition \)f "applicant," as given in the 1972-73 applicant study and elsewhere is as 
follows: " , "J % : * 



5 



Ajnedical Jchobl applicant is a person who has carried his application procedure far enough to be 
eligible for consideration by the Committee'on Admission according to the rules of the school to which 
he is applying. ' • - • 

K^A person is not an applicant simply 4>y reason of requesting application Jj^ms, no matter how 
t this request is phrased. 9 



v 



2. A person is not an applicant if he is automatically excluded from consideration because-of liis 
residence or other publicly specified restriction. ^ * H * 

3. A person is not an applicant if he filed his application after the final closing (late for receipt of 
applications and, therefore, receives no consideration as a candidate. 

7 • • ^ ■ ' - . - 

( 4. A person is an applicant if, according to the rules <tf the school, 1 he has completed the procedure , 

«./ which makes him eligible for consideration but withdraws his candidacy before he fs actually * 

. „ considered. * 



"IN PHASE** APPLICANT „ , , 

An ypplicant^who \i in his/her senior year of undergraduate college and is applyipg for admission to 
' medical school for the first time. ' , 



NEW ENTRANT / 

An acceptee V^ho actually matriculates for the fiFSt time in the first-y^class at a U.S. medical school/ 
Excludes students repeatirtg the first-year. v 



REPEATER • _ ; . v 

For the present study, a repeaters an apj&cant seeking admission to medical school in 19^6^77 who 
also applied for admission tdeither'the 197V75 or the 1975-76 first-year class. 



"s, <* 



„ >:■■ / 




f t 
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Commentary for Afcp&idix Tables 

" * • * • " 

"Acceptance rates and academic abilitytof applicants' to the 1976^77 first -yefar class are giv&i in the 
following ten appendix tables t*y selected demographic and background characteristics, and by career 
£lan variables: Information for these tables was derived from the AMCAS application form, tjie 
MCAT examination andquestionnake, and medical school applicdtion'reports. " v 

Given,in each of these tables are (a) MCAT flak (in colST £-7); (b) GPA data (cols. 8-12); and (c) 
acceptance rates for the total number of applfcants," including those for whom MCAT of GPAs were 
unavailable (cols. 13-14). Th^ data appe^for each variable category listed in column I. * 
" In Appendix Table A-2, for example, thefop row of data for "Black/ Afro- American" applicants 
shows that.952 of those with MOAT scores wire accepted (coL 2), tlfat this represented 38.6 percent of 
all Blaclc/Afro- American applicants with MCAT scores' (col. 3), and that the mean MCAT Verbal 
Ability (VA) subtest score for accepted applicants giving this self-descriptor was? 477 (col. 4). Mean 
scores for the MCAT Quantitative Ability (QA), General Information (Gen), and Science (Sci) 
. subtests ye given in columns 5, 6, and 7, respectively. - \ 

Similar data aire give^in the middle row for non-accepted Black/Afro- Americans and in the bottom 
row 'for the total number of Black/Afro-Ataericaft applicant Note that for the "Total" row of each 
category appearing in column 1 , all percentage columns (cols. 3, 9, and 1 4) contain the actual "column 
percentage." For example* the 2,464 Black/Afro-Aaiericans accounted for 5.9 percent (col. 3) of the 
total of 41,282-applicants with MCAT scores. *%C-~ k 

In the top row of data for Black? Afro-Americans, column' 8 shows that 894 of those with known 
GPAs were accepted. This represented 39.8 percent of all tho^e Black/Afro-Americans with known 
GPAs (col. 9). For these acceptees, columh^O shows a GPjV$M.81 for Biology, Chemistry, Physics, 
md Mathematics courses (BCPM). The ijieanGPA for "all ot^r" (AO) Courees, given in column 1 1, 
was 3. 12, while the GPA for all courses was 2.94 (shown iii^fumn 12 under the "Total" heading). In 
the bottom or "ToteT row, cohimn 9 shows that 6.0 penght of those applicants with known GPAs 
des^rib^ri thfemselves as Black/Afro- Americans. * $ * 

Column 13 .shows that 966 of all Bl?ck/Afro-American applicants — including those without 
MCAT scores or GPAs— were accepted. As shown in column 14, this accounted for 38.2 percent of all 
Black/Afro- Americans applying to the 1976-J7 firet-year class. Th^ middle row reports 1,557 
applicants or 61.7 percent as not accepted, and the .bottom row shows.. that* the total' of 2,523 
Black/Afro- America* 'applicants represented *5.9 percent of the 42,155 individuals comprising the/ 
entire applicant pool.* " * 
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; Table A-l ; 

* MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades of Applicants by 
Acceptance. Status and by ,3126 of Hometown , 15176-77 First-year CVass 
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- Table A-2. 

MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades 
Acceptance Status and by Self-Description* , 1976- 



of Applicants by 
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Table A- 3 



MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades of Applicants by 
Acceptance Status and by Parental Income ,- 1976-77 First-Year Class* 
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♦Includes only thosi applicants tp the 1976-77 first-year class who took the MCAT .)n 1975— appndflmately 7?yfcent of the entire pool of 42,155. 
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\ r ' Table A*4 \ 

MCAT Scores and Undergraduate Allege Grades of Applicants by 
Acceptance Status and by Father's Occupation , 1976-77 First-Year Class* 
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119^1^ 

k 

OlJ 


, 37.5 
6?. 4 
2.8 


f o.*t 


l.?7 
?.9h 
?.96 


1.16 

3.U 
3.15 


wi " 

1.06 
. ) 

3.47 x 

1.1?. 

1.24 

* ' V 


0.? 


.15.4 
64.5 
11.5 


1.44 
3*04 
1.1« 


3.50 
l.?3 
. 3.1? 


16fll{ 


14.? 
65.7 
11.5 


17. \ 1.33 


3.39 
l.-ft? 
3.09 


1.36 
?.95 
1.0? 


287i 
1094 
I3ftll 


?0.7 
79.? 
1.? 


18.8 
All 1 
1 00.0 


3.48 
3.05 
1.?? 


S.5? 
3.?1 
1.14 


1.50 
1.11 
1.27 


1577^ 
?6381 
4?15q 


17.4 
'^?.5 
1 00.0 



Table A-5 



MC^T Stores afnd Undergraduate Coljege Grades of Applicants by 
Acceptance Status and by 'Father's Education, 1976-77 'F1rst-Yea,r Class 



No. 




Mean MCAT*5cores ' 


JNo. 


with 
MCATs 


with 

' MC A. T s 




OA 


*» 

Gen 


Sci 


with 
.GPAs 


UJ 


> i 3 J * 


(4)' 


>< 5) 


(6) 




J* 


PS 7 

i7ii 
?5^n 


/ \ 

11.0 
*6;9 
**? 


* 5?7 
4A4 
49* 


• SI 

SAS 


4«3 « 

493 


5ai 
499 

#>6 


779 
1451 
P?30^ 


1715 
?«73 


?<*.a 


550 
\ *49t*' 

51* 


'609' 
544 
5*1 


c?« * 

<on 
cna 


597 • 

S3 


693 
ISO? 


*1?9 
42*9 
64]ft 


> 

66. a 
15.5 , 


> - 

* 557.* 
509 


6?S 

sm 

5*? 


Sl9 
COR 


Stt 

561 


1 992 
1738 
5730 


feSA 
13ft1 , 
?G'*1 


i?.5 


1 *59 

sin 

i 


6?n* 

559 

site. 


534 
510 

sf* 


609 
540 
562 


1*39 


?0S0 
37?7 
5777 


15.4 
64.5 
11.** 


i 571 
f" J S1<> 


611 
5*9 


. S16 
S?7 


620 
546 

57?„ 


* 1904 ' 



with 
GPAs 

1« 



34.9* 
65.0 
5.9 



3U5 
68.4 
5.« 



1*.7 
65.? 
1S.1 



Mean UG GPAs 



?ICPM 
(10) 



AO 
Nil) 



1.3? 1.1** 
?.aa 3.10 
3.ft4 3.30 



3.4?. 
1 .3*01 
* /3.14 

^3.49 
3.06 
1.?1 



3.4ft 
•2. lft 
<3.?fl 



Total 
. (12) 

1.35 

> ?.9A 
3.11 



3.44 
1.09 
,1.20 



3.53. 
3;*3. 
3.34»* 



16.7- 

61.? 

13.* 



3<5Ak'3.55 
a»3.0^5 # >4 
1 1.??, 5.15 



3.51 

» »• 
1.49 

1.5? 
3.14 
3<28 



31?5 
4S43 
766ft 



40.7 
59.2 
lft. 5 



5914 42.9 




I55ft4 
25698 
412ft? 



5ft 1 

IN 


645 
5«5 
610. 


555 
524 
537 


626 
565 
590" 


5«5* 

535 

556 


640 
574 
601 


559 
*26. 
S40 


624 

m 


536 
499 


604 

to 


ft. 


i 


58 3_ 
514 
543 


III 

57? 


si 

S35 


*604 
541 
551 



611, S49 
566 515 
591 -528 



618 < 

IIS 



4038 
6935 



5476 
A9B0 
1?456 



409'- 
488: 



14476 



41.7 
58.? 
18 % 6 

41.9 
56.0 
13.4 



o 

1.3 

loolo 




3.4B 3.52 3.50 



\ ^ * Table A-6 .'. - * 

ViCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades of Applicants by * 
Acceptance Status and by Mother's Occupation , 1976-77 First-Year Xlass 



s Occupation 
0) 



nrriiPATto^ 
FPtfo * 



F£55TrtM 

n * 

PPTFD 
ATOP {^nw-F*RM) 

n «¥- ^ i * 

FPTFO . V 



' NO. „ 


X 


\Mean MCAT Scores 


, No, s 


% 


with 

Mf AT<; y 


with ' 

MrATc 


VA 


QA 


Gen 


*Sd 


'with 

Or Ma 


with* 


(2) 




(A) 


w/ 






(8) 


(9) 


|3> 
117 


*45,9 '» 
54.0 

.o.b 


609 
547 
575 


655 
573 
611 


575 

c:36 
*54 


628 
546 
5B4 


. 144 
160 
304 


47.3. 
52.6 


2029 „ 
1^16 


37.3 
ft?. 7 
, 7.* 


572, 

516 

537- 


6?? 
55P 
57ft 


546 
512 
*24 


644 
537 
566 


11Q4 
* 1765 
?869 


18.4 
6US 
• 7.7 

♦ 


?]97 - 
2795 
. 499? 


ft? 


577 
5?9 
5*0 


617 
56* 
597, 


5$6 
e;36 


619 
546 
57B 


?028 
?440 
4468 


45.3 
54.6 
12.0 



Mean UG CPAs 



8CPH^ AO 


Total 


iota i 
Number 




(10) (Hi 


(TC) " 


V 

(13) 


(14) * * 


3.45 3.44 
2.90 3.12 
3.16 3.28 


3.44 
3.00 
3.21 


155 
* 182 
337 


45.9 
54.0 

0.8 4 . 
* 


3.45 3. SO 
3.(10 3.21 
3.17 3.32 


' 3.4a 
3.09 
3.24' 

> 


1207 
2029 
3236 


1.6^ 


3..4A 3.51 
3»0V 3.24 
S.23 3.36 




2197 
2796 
s> 4993 


44.0 

?f:8 - f 



ptcd 



CP SMF5 WOffKFP 



. 5KJI t FO JjinpKFP 



616 
1151 
1787 

1794 

497r^ 



200 
49? 
69? 



OH^FHAt n WOPKFP 

) ^ - 

PfFD ' 
AQV W0«#fF0 

?FH 
fFPTFn 



ptf^ 



PtF* 



1A4 
804 
1 1 •* 

^?4 
76 » 

ion 

7P47 
1239A 
?0245 



9H4 
177^ 
?76? 



n 

f PTFO 



P 

FPTFP 



156 
"15 
97H 



^6Q8 
M?«? 



1#i 



*5.5 
64.4 

\ 

3^.0 
61.9 
1?.0 



?«.? 

7 i:I 



32.3 
67.6 

* } 
?4>0. 
76.0 
0.? 

• ) 
1A.7 
61. S? 
49^) 

15 k 
64,(3 
ft^<6 



1^.0 

"2-,? 



37.7 
6?. 2 

lOft^O 



i. 

























57) 

5^2 

539^ 


63? « 

567 

590 


549 

"tf?0 
530 


6?i 
54§ 
57? 


594 v 
997 

-159J 


62^6 
4.? 


- 3.44 
3.03 
3.18 


3.47 
3.20 
3.!50 


1.45 

. ^3.10 
^21, 


636 
115V 
1787 


35.5 • 
64.4 

j 4.2 ' ' , 


574 
5?8 
54S 


617, 
576 
598 


«J<0 
^1? 


620 
556 
579 


1686 
?842 
4528 


17.2 
62.7 
12.1 


3.5f 

3«0J>- 
3.?5 

* / *- 


3.55 
3.27 
3.17 


3.53 

. 3»17 
3.30 


< «1794 
317Q 
4971 


16.0 
63.9 
11.8 

j *y * 


556 
508 
5?? 


615 
558 
574 


528 
C06 
512 


598 
516 
554 


IBB- 


^•^ 

68;, 5 

1.6* 
% 


.3.38 
2*93 
3.PA 


3.47 

3.r3 

3.?1 


'3.42' 
1.02* 
1.15 . 


200 
49? 
69?* 


\2«.9 


527 
477 
493 


599 
5?6 
5«;o 


M3 
4-80 
491 


* r 

580 
-503 
5? 8 


0 161 
698 
, 1059 • 


14.0 
65.9 
2.8- 


3.35 
?.89 
3.05 


ui 


T.38 
3.00 

3.13 


*384 
804 
11«8 


12.3' 

67.6 
J ? « fl 


510 
475 
484 


5»n 

5?4 
'517 


505 
485 
490 


581 

in 


6^ 

83 } 


?5.1 
7 5«7 

a.? 


3.19 
2.91 
*3.no 


3.?3 


1.23 
1.00 
3.06 


?4 
76 

' ion 


^4.0 
76.0 
0.? m . 

^18.7 

^,0 *, 


574 
5?? 
543 


63«.* 
,-57A 
595 


C49 
5?9 


6?0 
550 
577 


7102 
1 1084 
1 ftl86 


19.7 
60.? 
4,9.1 


3.50 » 
3.08" 
1.25 


1.54 
3.?4 
3.16 


1.5? 
1.15 
3.?0 


7847 
1?401 
?0?48 



565 
508 
5?8 



571 

*536 



6?6 
5*0 
581 



617 
56 * 



<4 3 
*04 



C6l 
*11 
«36 



611 
536 
563 



60A 
54? 
5«3 



890 17,0 
1511 62.9 
?401 6.4 



3^48 
3.04 
1.?1 



3.51 



158 
795 
953 



16.5 

ft i: 4 5 



1.25 3.11 
♦2.87 liOl 
2*94 3.08 



f 

i.5o 

n.13 
3*26 



3.28 
?.95 
M9\ 



571 
5?1 

540 S91 



611 

56* 515 



549 618* , 14476 18. A 
" 6 ??763 61,1 



>73 



17?19 100.0 



3.48, 3.52 ^.50 
3.0<y 3.P3 LIT 
1.2? 1.14 .1.27- 




59 




Table A-7 



; \ MCAT Scores and Urtdergraduate College Grades 
Acceptance Status and'.by General Career Activity^ PlaYis 



of -Applicants by 
, 19.76-77 First-Year Class 



~ || ; ^Genera V Career 
Activity Plans 




^neral /Primary Care Practice. 

fWON-ACCf-PTFfV • 

^f^rcFPTFn : . . 

|fjJON.ACCFt»TFf>. . 
^COMptN^TlOW OF RPFC.T Af TY. 

te™ . * • * 

^ArcFPTFn 

i^2¥:. ACCfrpTFn • 

at®*** 1 " » 

J*CCFPTEJ) • * V 
M^NOM-ACCFPTFn ' 

.qt*i . r 

Itf6. f *E5*P0NSF' * ; 
^ACCFPTFO * 



MCATs "* 


wfth* 
HCATs 


/.Mean MCAT Scores ( 


■ No, 




' ' Mean 'UG GPAs 


* 






% VA 


(5) 


Gen 


Sci 


~wfth.- 
GPAs 


1 with 
n GPAs 


BCPft^ 


AO 


Total - 


Total 
Number 


f r 




tit) 

•£# i 


* (?) 


(4) > 


(6) 


(7) 


(8) ' 


; O), 


Oo) 


(ID 


(12) 


(13)' 


(14) 


* • 


6195" 
1 7994 m 


^34. 4 * 
65.5 • 


/ 567 
) 51« 
535^ 


/»?? 
561 

A 


545 
*14 
525 


61? 
544 
568 


1044*. 

ia?i5 


35. A 
64.1 
43.5 


3.46 
3*04 
3/19 


3.50 

■li»? 
3.1? 


1.47 

3*12 
3.?4 


6195 

11 An? 
1 7997 


34.4 
65.5 
*?..6* . 




37<M 
6189 
9980 


37. 9 

6?.0> 

?4.1 


565 

•18 


6>7 

557 
584 


♦54? 
508 
521 


609 
511 
560 


3527 
8tf90 


- 39.7 

• m. 


.J.4* 
>3.?n 


3.5.1 
3.P4 

His 

* 


3.49 


3791 
M 89 
9980 


/17.9 
6?.0 
J3.6 




539 
90.1' 
|44? 


17. .1 
62.6 
3.4 


5?i 

i 543 


655 

584 
6M 


*^56t 


641 

%%\ 


'483 
778 

V2A1 


38.3 


3.56 

3.10 
,3.?8 


3.5? 
3.18 
it 31 


3.55 
3.44 * 
3.29 


539 • 
903 
. 144? 


17.3 





5 V 

?7<$2 
|7q« 



304 

;61? - 
9 If, 



4?. 2 
57.7 
15.7 



.1?.4 
67.5 
?.? 



1958 
?2?7 
41«5 t 



45 
190 
215 



, 1 



5A4 
??69ft 
412A2 



<»6.7 
53.? 
10.1 



19 ^1 
80.8 

0.5 



3r.7 
6?. 2 
100.0 



5«4 

511' 
553 



580 
5?0 
519 



585 
541 
562 



584. 
514, 
.54* 



651 
580 
610 



557 

*23 
«37 



610 
559 
589 



?547 
1268 
«?315 



43.8 
56.'? 
15.6 



3. 

3.26 



3,«53! >1.S? 




275?/ 4?J?t/<* 

an us 



573 
5?1 
540 



618 
559 
585 


559 
512 
5?7 


618 
537 
563 


?91 
823 


35.1 
64.6 
2.2 


3.40 
?.98 

,3.13 


3.47^ 1.43 


304 

«K 


1 * 

32.4. ' 
67.5 

' 2.2 


646 
588 
615 


557 
529 


6?8 
570 
5V 


?033 
1824 


46.8 
53.1 


3.16 
' 3.34 


|:5f VM ' 

3,43' 3.38 


195« 
?2?9 
4^7 


46.7 


61? 
,565 
574 


577 


604 
-542 
553 


64 

358 . 
,42? • 


15.1 
84.. 8 * 


3.35 
2*8§ 

^.9«r- 


3.4? 3.37 
5^T4 2.96 
,3.10 3.03 


235 
• 868 
U03 


?i.3 


633 
566 
591 


549 

$1 


^618 
546 
573 


14476 

m 


3«.8 1 

61. t 
100.0 


'< 3.4^-^ 
'3.05 
3.22 


3.551* 3.50 

» I'M " 


v 15774 
26381 


' loa.n i 



- 1 



- * \ 



J' 






| r , 1CAT Scores and Undergraduate 
Specialization Mans 

jfc&AStC HfOICM <5CTF^»CF « , 



Table A-8.. * * 
£o1 lege? Grades of Applicants by Acceptance^Status and by Specialization Plans , 1976-77 First-Year Class 



No. 
with 
MCATs 

(2) 



t 

with 
MCATs 
(3) 



NM-AtCFPTFH 

SiS^iiV ppActttf 
^T^*rcFPTGn , 

fe* M ftN-ACCFPTFr* 
|vTftT*l * 

|^|MTr»^A| MFntrfwF 

$5v AfCFPTFO — 

3J£ tot At . ^. 

ft OPSTFTRTtS/ftYMFrni OftY \ 

jp wiwtAcCFPtFfv • 
ar .totai * * 1 

PfOlATPTCS 
AfCFPTFn 
|>< MftM*ArCFPTFD 
TftTM 

L-PSYfHTATPY * „ 
5V; ArfFPTFn r 
^^;it!« M -ArCFPTFf> 
£- s TATAl " * 

i Pii«t ir mfaltw. roMu H ^ T TY 
:* accf^tFo 

TAT At ' 

i cpPf.FPv .op *;t»pnir'Ai ^nFriAiTY 

" ArrKOTFH 

VAM-AfCFPTF^ 
I , TATAl * * 

>ThfP fMfltoM .coFf ? /vl TV f° 
ArrF^TFA 
Knw-ArCF^TF^ 
, T^TAt 

1* Pf aV« Tn Wrfu ( ? *op A ^i^kkAwn 

ArrFPTFfv., . " 

h r»M. a r CF*>TF>a*«- 



3?9, 36,4 
5?1 61.5 
902 ?.l 



4538 .35.6 
8194 64.3. 
1271? - 10.8 



161* *in.9 
?655 6.4 



3*0 , "30.7 
855 69.?- 
J2l5 . ?,9 



1 no 

?009 

u*>9 

^*419 
786 
12?5 

K „" 

*598 
10** 
1*a* 



!<;:>* 

371? 
5**0 



C04 



TP' 

« . ArrF»*TFr 
ToTM » 

* ^CM-Arrrotrr 

TATM 
,AAf F*'TFA 

KOH-*rfFOTFn 

TATAl ' 




36.0 
, 64.0 
7.6 



15.* 
64.1 
?.9 



15.4 
*4.5 
4.0 



14.0 
65\9 



16. J 



imn 

IM4 


61.8 


14*7 / 


46. 7, L 

7,7 

? ) 


n?7 

l*o« . 


^6.3 
.4.1 


5??1 


47 #< > 
*^?.7 


M 
?/>A. 
j?A7' 


77.1 
. 0.6, 










* * > 





Mean MCAT Scores 



VA* 
(4)s 



QA 
(5) 



Gen 
(6 



58* 654 
511 5*5 
55? 610 



Sd 
(7) 



568 643 
525 57? 
540 598 



No.* 
with 
GPAs 
(8) 



<w1th 

Gt>Asr' 
'(9) 



Mean UG GPAs 



BCPM 
(10) 



AO 
(11) 



Jotal 
•(12) 



Total 
Number 
(13) , 



% 

(14) 



295 ' 17.A 
488 62l3 
783'. 2.1 



.3.53 3.49 3.52 
3.10 3.19 3.14 
1.26 3.31 3.29 



329 36.4 
573 63.5 
90? * 2,1 



568 6?0 
5?1 561 
Sifrw-s«? 


545 
516 
5?6 


545 
569 


4247 
7274 ^ 
11521 


36.8 
63.1 
^10.9 


3.46 
3.04 
3.20 


3,50' 
3.?3 
3.13 


3.47 

3.12 
3.25 


4538 
8196 
12734 


35.6 

64.3- 

30.2 




585 
5?4 
54* 


619 
56 « 
596 


559 

517 

534 


630 
554 
583 


969 
1419 
?388 


40.5 
59,4, 
6.4 


3.47 
3*03 
3.21 


3.50 
3.16 
3.10 


3.48 
3.09 
3.25 


1037 

m 


39,0* 




551 
49? 
511 


< 601 
5?4 
54 « 


531 

490 
503 


583 
497 
5?3 


345 
726 
1071 


12.2 
67.7 
2^8 


3.31 
?.94 
3.07 


3.45 
•3.19 
3.?8 


1.38* 
1.05^ 
3.16 


J 380 
855 
1235 


10.7 




559 
503 
5?1 


6?7 
• 554 
5«0 


54] 
501 
5)6 


601 * 

5?5 

551 


1060 
1726 
?786 


18,0 
61.9 
7.4 


" 3.45 
3.ffl 
' 1. 1* 


3.55 
3.?4 
3.15 


>.49— , 
3.11 ' 
3.^6 


^009 
h 3>39 


\ 

36.0 
—64.0 

7.4 «, 




606 
54P 
56R 


617 

v5H 


57* 

53* 
553 


619 
539 
568 


194 
681 
1075 


.16 6 
63.1 


■ 3.41 
.2.93 


1.50 
3.21 

M? 


3.47 
1.07 i 
3.2?^/ 


419 
786 


35.* 
64.1 
3 2.9 


- 


580 
5?7 
546 


& » 
^61 5 
555 
576 


c57 
*?3 
535 


/ 

IE 

560 


57} 
945 
J518 


3jC7 
6^.? 
4,0 




} 

3.4? 


r - - s 

3.J8 
3.06 ( 
3.1* 


C 59* 
108* 
1686 

A 


35.4 
64.5 
4.0 / 




557 
505 
5?1 


r 611 
. 5A^ 


c>4 
C04 


6J4 
543 
567 


17 78 

<*980 


15,7 
64.1 
13.-^ 

• 


3*4*, 
3.04 
J 1.?n 


3.1? 


3.50 
1.1? 
3.?5 


1 9>ft 
371? 
. 566^ 


13.4 


/ 


5«7 
5l^ 


640 
501 

LA? 


C6? ' 

c?7 

C40 


61? 
561 
587 


542 
1457 


,,1:3 


3.49 
3W07 
^•?? 


3i5K 
3.?? 
3.11 


3.50 < 
1. 13 
1.27 


584 
1 010 
1614 


61,8 
3.8 




.57^ 

Sc? 

) 


5 7Q 
61*. 


^52^ 

5?1 

-elf. 


6?7' lt 

556 

5*9 

) > 


\ 137?, 
149H 
?8 70 

* * > 


7.7 

? 


J. 55 
^3*14 
t V. 14 


i ) 

3.?9. 
1.41 


"Mb- 

•1.3* 

> * < 


14*7 
1691- 
3171» 


. 46.7, 
7l5 




S50 
5^ 
511 


*>?' 


ci« 
Ml 

5?0 


609 
545 
567 


531 
. 991 
1524 


• 14.* 
65. i 
4.0 
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